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INTRODUCTION 
 
Natural hazards, including floods, hurricanes, earthquakes and severe winter storms, are a part of 
the world around us.  Their occurrence is natural and inevitable, and there is little we can do to 
control their force and intensity.  The threat of the occurrence of manmade disaster is also an 
area of concern for Emergency Management professionals.  The State of South Carolina faces a 
variety of these hazards, each of which is discussed in Section 4 Hazard Identification. 
 
Through the adoption of hazard mitigation planning practices, we can minimize the impact of 
hazards on people and the built environment.  The State of South Carolina Hazard Mitigation 
Plan is designed to be a logical, information-driven plan that systematically identifies and guides 
the implementation of mitigation actions, including policies or site-specific projects designed to 
make South Carolina safer from the threat of hazards. 
 
Hazard mitigation involves the use of specific measures to reduce the impact of hazards on 
people and the built environment.  Measures may include both structural and non-structural 
techniques, such as protecting buildings and infrastructure from the forces of nature or wise 
floodplain management practices.  Actions may be taken to protect both existing and/or future 
development.  It is widely accepted that the most effective mitigation measures are implemented 
before an event at the local government level, where decisions on the regulation and control of 
development are ultimately made. 
 
A. ADOPTION BY THE STATE 
 
Requirement 44 CFR §201.4(c)(6): The plan must be formally adopted by the State prior to 
submittal to [FEMA] for final review and approval. 
 
The South Carolina Hazard Mitigation Plan is the result of the systematic evaluation of the 
nature and extent of vulnerability to the effects of natural hazards present in the State of South 
Carolina and includes the actions needed to minimize future vulnerability to those hazards.  It 
sets forth the policies, procedures, and philosophies that are used to establish and implement 
hazard mitigation activities within the state.  Effective and consistent implementation of this plan 
is crucial to the hazard mitigation program and the state’s efforts to reduce or eliminate the threat 
of future disasters.  This Hazard Mitigation Plan, formally adopted October 2004, incorporates 
all changes associated with the implementation of the Federal/State hazard mitigation program, 
including the applicable sections of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000.  Overall administration 
of the hazard mitigation program shall be the responsibility of the South Carolina State 
Emergency Management Division. This update was officially adopted on October 14, 2010. 
 
 
Requirement 44 CFR §201.4(c)(7): The plan must include assurances that the State will 
comply with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations in effect with respect to the 
periods for which it receives grant funding, in compliance with §13.11(c).  The State will 
amend its plan whenever necessary to reflect changes in State or Federal laws and statutes 
as required in §13.11(d). 
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The Mitigation Section will review and update the plan annually, or if hazard mitigation 
regulations or guidelines change, the review will be as needed.  Additionally, the plan or update 
will be submitted to FEMA Region IV following a Presidential disaster declaration if the State’s 
priorities have been changed.  The final State of South Carolina Hazard Mitigation Plan will be 
submitted to the ICC and the State Emergency Management Division Director, as the authorized 
representative of the Governor, for final approval.  When the ICC and the Director approves the 
plan, a letter with his/her signature will declare the document as officially adopted by the State.  
The document will then be forwarded to FEMA Region IV for review. 
 
B. DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING PROCESS 
This plan is designed to provide a blueprint for hazard mitigation activities in the general sense 
of the program and is structured to serve as a basis for specific hazard mitigation efforts for any 
disaster.  It is recognized, however, that updates may be required to address specific issues 
arising from a given disaster. 
 
This plan identifies hazards and considers ways to reduce vulnerability to natural hazards in 
South Carolina.  It encompasses a range of life- and property-saving hazard mitigation initiatives 
in the categories of mitigation coordination, acquisition/relocation/retrofitting, floodplain 
management, public safety, emergency preparedness, earthquake, tornado, drought, etc.  Both 
short-term and long-term hazard mitigation measures are identified in order to help all state and 
local agencies allocate resources in a responsible manner in order to provide for the public 
safety, public health, and general welfare of all the people in South Carolina. 
 
This plan has taken into account many years of mitigation experience, and a variety of mitigation 
projects, from South Carolina and other states.  It has taken advantage of the collective 
mitigation knowledge of many State, Federal, and Local officials, as well as representatives from 
both the public and private sectors, and is designed as one component to help safeguard the 
citizens of the State of South Carolina.  As such, it should significantly contribute to the 
mitigation of future South Carolina disasters. 
 
The State of South Carolina utilized the process required by the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency to develop this plan.1  The hazard mitigation planning process included the following 
steps, listed in the order in which they were undertaken: 
 
1. Planning Process; 
2. Community Profile; 
3. Risk Assessment; 
4. Capability Assessment; 
5. Mitigation Strategy; and 
6. Plan Maintenance Procedures. 
 
                                                 
1
 A Hazard Mitigation Planning Crosswalk, found in Appendix A, provides a summary of Plan requirements, 
including where they are located.  Plan adoption procedures are located in Section I. 
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Step 1, the Planning Process (Section 2), provides a general overview of hazard mitigation 
planning, describes how the plan was prepared, describes the planning team, describes how 
coordination was facilitated among state agencies and describes how various state programs 
could be integrated to achieve a more comprehensive statewide mitigation strategy. 
 
Step 2, the State Profile, (Section 3) was completed using investigative research, along with the 
use of GIS technology (geographic information systems) and best available data.  It includes 
narrative descriptions of state characteristics, such as geographic, economic and demographic 
profiles, and discusses future development trends and implications for hazard vulnerability. 
 
Step 3, the Risk Assessment, (Sections 4, 5 and 6) describes and analyzes the hazards present in 
State of South Carolina.  The Risk Assessment includes historical data on past hazard 
occurrences, and establishes hazard profiles and a hazard risk ranking based upon hazard 
frequency, magnitude and impact.  The assessment utilizes both the FEMA HAZUS-MH® loss 
estimation methodology and an analysis of past hazard events using best available data.  
Whenever possible, risk assessment data was obtained from state and federal agencies and the 
University of South Carolina.  Finally, hazards were mapped in order to display geographically 
defined features.   
 
Step 4, the Capability Assessment, (Section 8) provides a comprehensive examination of state 
officials’ capacity to implement meaningful mitigation actions and identify existing opportunities 
for program enhancement.  Capabilities addressed in this section include staff and organizational 
capability, technical capability, policy and program capability, fiscal capability, legal authority 
and political willpower.  Information was obtained through mitigation planning meetings, 
requests from participating state agencies and the analysis of existing plans, ordinances and 
relevant documents.  The purpose of this assessment is to identify any existing gaps, weaknesses 
or conflicts in state agency programs or activities that may hinder mitigation efforts, or to 
identify those activities that can facilitate risk reduction.  Steps 1, 2 and 3 are collectively 
referred to as background studies, and form the basis for designing the mitigation strategy. 
 
Step 5, the Mitigation Strategy (Section 9), forms the basis for action—identifying broad policy 
goal statements, and specific hazard mitigation actions.  Hazard mitigation actions include both 
policies and projects designed to reduce the impacts of hazards.  Each action, contained in the 
Mitigation Action Plan (Section 10), is linked to several common elements which provide 
strategic guidance.  They include: The category or type of mitigation action; the hazard(s) 
addressed by that action; the individual or agency responsible for the implementation of the 
action; the estimated cost; the funding sources used to implement the action; the implementation 
schedule; and the priority placed on the action relative to others.  There are also sections to 
provide an update on the implementation status of the action and to record any milestones 
achieved or impediments encountered in implementation.    
 
Step 6, the Plan Maintenance Procedures (Section 11), describes the administrative manner in 
which the plan will be implemented, including the discussion of monitoring, evaluating, 
reporting and updating the plan over time.2 
                                                 
2
 According to the requirements established under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, the State Plan must be 
reviewed, updated and resubmitted to FEMA not less than once every three (3) years. 
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In March of 2007, this plan was updated as required by FEMA.  As a result of the update, a new 
section titled Integration of Local Hazard Mitigation Plans (Section 7) was added.  The new 
section provides information on the status local mitigation planning in South Carolina, an 
overview of the hazards addressed in the local plans, and an overview of the findings of the Risk 
Assessments from the local plans.  The purpose of the new section is to continue the process of 
integrating local hazard mitigation plans and the state plan so that the risk identified at the local 
level is carefully considered by state officials as mitigation priorities and funding decisions are 
made.   
C. A PRACTICAL APPROACH TO HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING 
This plan is designed to be both strategic—guiding the day-to-day decisions of state officials—as 
well as comprehensive in nature—providing a long-term vision of how the state will address 
hazards over time.  In addition to the identification and prioritization of possible projects, 
emphasis has been placed on the use of broad policy goals to assist South Carolina to become 
less vulnerable to the damaging forces of nature, while improving the economic, social, and 
environmental health of the state.  The concept of multi-objective planning is emphasized 
throughout this document, identifying ways to link hazard mitigation policies and programs with 
complimentary state goals related to housing, economic development, recreational opportunities, 
transportation improvements, environmental quality, and public health and safety. 
 
Mitigation planning offers many benefits, including: 
1. Saving lives and property; 
2. Saving money; 
3. Speeding recovery following disasters; 
4. Reducing future vulnerability through wise development and post-disaster recovery and 
reconstruction; 
5. Expediting the receipt of pre-disaster and post-disaster grant funding; and 
6. Demonstrating a firm commitment to improving community health and safety. 
 
Following the passage of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, states and local governments are 
now required to develop and adopt a hazard mitigation plan in order to remain eligible for FEMA 
mitigation grant funding.  Communities with an adopted plan will become “pre-positioned” and 
potentially more apt to receive available mitigation funds.  Since mitigation dollars flow from 
FEMA and through the state to local governments, it is incumbent on states to develop a State 
Hazard Mitigation Plan in order to be eligible to receive FEMA pre or post-disaster mitigation 
funding.  This plan is designed to meet the requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 
(DMA 2000) and the South Carolina Emergency Management Division.  This plan is also 
designed to seek out other federal and state funding beyond those available through FEMA to 
accomplish desired objectives. 
 
More importantly, mitigation planning has the potential to produce long-term benefits by 
breaking the repetitive cycle of disaster damages, injuries and loss of life.  A core assumption of 
hazard mitigation is that a pre-disaster investment can significantly reduce the demand for post-
disaster assistance.  Further, the adoption of mitigation actions enables local residents, businesses 
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and industries to more quickly recover from a disaster, getting the economy back on track sooner 
and with less interruption. 
 
The benefits of mitigation planning go beyond reducing hazard vulnerability.  Measures such as 
the acquisition or regulation of land in known hazard areas can help achieve multiple community 
goals, such as preserving open space, maintaining environmental health and enhancing 
recreational opportunities. 
 
The State of South Carolina is vulnerable to a variety of natural hazards.  Hazards, including 
coastal and inland flooding, tornado and hurricane force winds, earthquakes, winter storms and 
droughts have the potential to inflict vast economic losses and personal hardship.  Hazard 
vulnerability continues to rise as coastal development increases and South Carolina’s population 
grows.  Recognizing these trends and planning for future development provides a key means to 
address changing hazard vulnerability over time. 
 
This Plan represents the efforts of state and local agencies to reduce the impact of identified 
hazards by building on the former State Hazard Mitigation Plan (previously known as the 409 
Plan) and Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan.  The Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 provides an 
additional impetus to enhance the plan in order to comply with new requirements and remain 
eligible for pre and post-disaster mitigation funds.  Finally, the plan demonstrates the state’s 




The purpose of this Plan is to: 
 
1. Protect life, safety and property by reducing the potential for future damages and 
economic losses that result from hazards; 
2. Meet the requirements of the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, and therefore qualify for 
the following programs: Fire Management Assistance Grants, Public Assistance Program, 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program, and Pre-Disaster Mitigation Program; 
3. Speed recovery and redevelopment following future disaster events; 
4. Enhance the capability of all counties and municipalities to address identified hazards by 
providing technical support and training; 
5. Establish an effective forum for state agencies and statewide organizations to discuss and 
coordinate existing and future plans, programs, data, rules and regulations and expertise 
addressing hazard-related issues; 
6. Increase the effectiveness and efficiency of hazard mitigation programs and projects 
sponsored, financed, or managed by state agencies or statewide organizations; and  
7. Demonstrate a firm commitment to state and local hazard mitigation planning. 
 
E. EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ACCREDITATION PROGRAM (EMAP) 
The Emergency Management Accreditation Program (EMAP) is the voluntary assessment and 
accreditation process for state and local government programs responsible for coordinating 
prevention, mitigation, preparedness, response, and recovery activities for natural and human-
caused disasters.  Accreditation is based on compliance with national standards, the EMAP 
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Standard.  The EMAP Standard is based on the National Fire Protection Agency’s 1600 
Standard on Disaster/Emergency Management and Business Continuity Programs, 2007. 
 
As of October 2008 SCEMD has become EMAP accredited.  All elements of the State 
Emergency Management program have been developed, or updated, to meet these standards.  
This includes the State Hazard Mitigation Plan.   Therefore, this plan was designed to meet the 
following EMAP standards that apply to hazard mitigation plans (EMAP Standard 5.3: Hazard 
Identification, Risk Assessment and Impact Analysis; and 5.4: Hazard Mitigation).  Notations are 
made throughout this plan to indicate where EMAP standards have been addressed.     
 
F. SCOPE 
This plan will focus on the development of mitigation actions linked to those hazards identified 
and assessed in the risk assessment.  In addition, conducting a state agency-level capability 
assessment enables state officials to develop a realistic mitigation strategy, while identifying 
areas in need of improvement.  The ability to provide state-level assistance to local governments 
is also evaluated based on the findings of the Capability Assessment (Section 8). 
 
G. AUTHORITY 
This plan will be adopted by the State of South Carolina under the authority and powers granted 
to the state in General Statutes.  The following federal and state authorities shall guide the plan: 
 
1. The Robert T.  Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act (Public Law 93-
288) as amended by the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (Public Law 106-390 – October 
30, 2000). 
2. Title 44 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
3. The National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, Section 553. 
4. The Housing and Community Development Act of 1974, as amended, and the US 
Department of Housing and Urban Development’s Consolidated Plan regulations in Title 
24, parts 91 and 570 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
5. South Carolina Code of Laws Ann., 25-1-420 through 25-1-460. 
6. Regulation 58-1, Local Government Management Standards, South Carolina Code of 
Regulations 
7. Regulation 58-101, State Government Management Standards, South Carolina Code of 
Regulations. 
8. Executive Order No.  99-11 of the Governor of South Carolina. 
9. Title 6, Chapter 9 of South Carolina Code of Laws, as amended. 
10. The South Carolina Coastal Zone Management Act, as amended. 
 
H. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
Over the last 3 years the 2010 SHMP was updated as required by FEMA.  After a review of 
FEMA’s requirements for state hazard mitigation plan updates, the Interagency Coordinating 
Committee reviewed and analyzed each section of the plan and determined that each section 
needed to be updated to some degree to meet the requirements.  Changes made to each section 
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PLANNING PROCESS 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(1): [The State plan must include] a description of the planning process used to develop the plan, 
including how it was prepared, who was involved in the process, and how other agencies participated. 
This section will describe the overall planning process used by the State of South Carolina to 
develop the 2010 State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  Specific elements discussed will include an 
overview of the hazard mitigation planning process, how the state plan was prepared, a 
description of how state agencies and other stakeholders were involved (including the public), 
and a discussion of how the state proposes to aid local hazard mitigation planning efforts. 
The process used to create any plan is crucial to its success.  By engaging in an on-going process, 
those involved in the plan’s creation learn a great deal that can be applied in practice.  This is 
particularly true when considering the hazards prevalent in the study area, their potential impact, 
and the identification of specific mitigation techniques that are feasible given existing 
capabilities.  Stakeholders that are directly responsible for the implementation of the plan best 
address these tasks.  As a result, FEMA places a great deal of emphasis on documenting the 
planning process. 
 
A. OVERVIEW OF HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING 
 
Each of the planning steps illustrated in Figure 2.1 resulted in outcomes that collectively make 
up the 2010 Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
 




The State Profile, located in Section 3, describes the general makeup of the State of South 
Carolina, including geographic, demographic and economic characteristics.  In addition, building 
characteristics and land use patterns are discussed along with general historical disaster data.  
This baseline information provides a snapshot of the statewide planning area and thereby assists 
the State of South Carolina and county and municipal officials to recognize those social, 
environmental and economic factors that ultimately play a role in determining state-level 
vulnerability to hazards and the creation of a feasible mitigation strategy.  Additional information 
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regarding statewide social vulnerability has been included in this section in order to assist the 
state in prioritizing assistance to county and municipal governments.4 
 
The Risk Assessment is presented in three separate sections: Section 4 Hazard Identification; 
Section 5 Hazard Analysis; and Section 6 Vulnerability Assessment.  Together, these sections 
serve to identify, analyze and assess the State of South Carolina’s overall risk to natural hazards.  
The Risk Assessment builds on available historical data from past hazard occurrences, establishes 
hazard profiles and culminates in a hazard risk ranking based on conclusions about the frequency 
of occurrence, spatial extent and potential impact of each hazard.  FEMA’s HAZUS-MH® loss 
estimation methodology was also used in evaluating known hazard risks by their relative long-
term cost based on expected damages.  The information generated through the Risk Assessment 
serves a critical function as the state seeks to determine the most appropriate mitigation actions 
to pursue and implement—enabling state agencies to prioritize and focus their efforts on those 
hazards of greatest concern and those structures or planning areas facing the greatest risk(s).  In 
addition, the findings are intended to assist the state develop a meaningful strategy to coordinate 
the activities of participating state agencies and coordinate the provision of local assistance based 
on the findings. 
 
As a result of the plan update in March of 2007, a new section titled Integration of Local Hazard 
Mitigation Plans (Section 7) was added.  The new section provides information on the status of 
local mitigation planning in South Carolina, an overview of the hazards addressed in the local 
plans, and an overview of the findings of the Risk Assessments from the local plans.  The 
purpose of the new section is to continue the process of integrating local hazard mitigation plans 
and the state plan so that the risk identified at the local level is carefully considered by state 
officials as mitigation priorities and funding decisions are made. 
 
The Capability Assessment, found in Section 8, provides a comprehensive examination of 
participating state agencies and other stakeholders, including their capacity to implement 
meaningful mitigation strategies while identifying existing opportunities to increase and enhance 
that capacity.  Specific capabilities addressed in this section include planning and regulatory 
capability, staff and organizational (administrative) capability, technical capability, fiscal 
capability, and political capability.  Information was obtained through an inventory and analysis 
of existing plans, ordinances and relevant documents.  The purpose of this assessment is to 
identify any existing gaps, weaknesses or conflicts in programs or activities that may hinder 
mitigation efforts, and to identify those activities that should be enhanced in order to further the 
objectives of the state hazard mitigation program. 
 
The State Profile, Risk Assessment, and Capability Assessment collectively serve as a basis for 
determining the goals for the Hazard Mitigation Plan, each contributing to the development, 
adoption and implementation of a meaningful Mitigation Strategy that is based on accurate 
background information. 
 
                                                 
3 Social vulnerability includes a number of demographic factors that can dramatically affect the impact of hazards on 
differing populations.  This information was provided as part of the University of South Carolina Hazards Research 
Lab.   
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The Mitigation Strategy consists of broad goal statements found in Section 9, as well as specific 
mitigation actions, found in Section 10.  The strategy provides the foundation for the Mitigation 
Action Plan (Section 10) that links specific mitigation actions to assigned implementation 
mechanisms, target completion dates, and funding sources, when possible.  Together, these 
sections are designed to make the plan both strategic (through the identification of long-term 
goals) and functional (through the identification of short-term and immediate actions that will 
guide day-to-day decision-making and project implementation). 
 
B. WHY DEVELOP A MITIGATION PLAN? 
Hazard mitigation planning is the process of organizing community resources, identifying and 
assessing hazard risks, and determining how to best minimize or manage those risks.  This 
process results in a hazard mitigation plan that identifies specific mitigation actions, each 
designed to achieve both short-term planning objectives and a long-term vision.  To ensure the 
functionality of each mitigation action, responsibility is assigned to a specific individual, 
department or agency along with a schedule for its implementation.  Plan maintenance 
procedures are established for the routine monitoring of implementation progress, as well as the 
evaluation and enhancement of the mitigation plan itself.  The plan maintenance procedures 
ensure that the State of South Carolina’s Hazard Mitigation Plan remains a current, dynamic and 
effective planning document over time. 
 
Typically, mitigation planning is described as having the potential to produce long-term and 
recurring benefits by breaking the repetitive cycle of disaster loss.  A core assumption of hazard 
mitigation is that pre-disaster investments will significantly reduce the demand for post-disaster 
assistance by lessening the need for emergency response, repair, recovery and reconstruction.  
Furthermore, mitigation practices will enable local residents, businesses and industries to re-
establish themselves in the wake of a disaster, getting the economy back on track sooner and 
with less interruption. 
 
The benefits of mitigation planning go beyond reducing hazard vulnerability.  Measures such as 
the acquisition or regulation of land in known hazard areas can help achieve multiple state goals, 
including the preservation of open space, protecting wildlife habitat or enhancing recreational 
opportunities.  Thus, it is vitally important that any mitigation planning process be integrated 
with other concurrent state planning efforts, and any proposed mitigation strategies must take 
into account other existing state goals or initiatives that will help complement or hinder their 
future implementation.  For information about this aspect of the planning process, refer to 
Section 8 Capability Assessment. 
 
C. THE PREPARATION OF the 2010 PLAN 
The State of South Carolina utilized federal guidance documents and existing state plans, studies 
and data to develop this plan.  Specific examples include: 
 
1. FEMA Publication Series 386-2 Understanding Your Risks: Identifying Hazards and 
Estimating Losses;  
2. FEMA Plan Review Guidelines: Assessing the Adherence of State Standard, State 
Enhanced, and Local Hazard Mitigation Plans to the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 
(2001); 
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3. FEMA Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance Under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 
2000 (2008); 
4. FEMA Multi-Hazard Mitigation Planning Guidance (2006) 
5. SRL Guidance 44 CFR 201.4 or 201.7; 
6. South Carolina Hazards Assessment (2008);  
7. South Carolina Hazards Research Lab data; and 
8. Hazards US—Multi-Hazard Loss Estimation software and data 
 
The existing 2007 State Hazard Mitigation Plan served as the basis for the updated 2010 Hazard 
Mitigation Plan.  A Standard State Hazard Mitigation Plan Review Crosswalk, found in 
Appendix A, provides a detailed summary of FEMA’s current minimum standards of 
acceptability for compliance with the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA 2000) and notes the 
location where each requirement is met within the Plan. 
 
By the Governor’s Executive Order 99-11, the Interagency Coordination Committee (ICC) is 
responsible for the development of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  The committee is 
comprised of state agency officials from the Governor’s Office, South Carolina Emergency 
Management Division, the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources, the South Carolina 
Department of Health and Environmental Control and the South Carolina Department of 
Insurance. 
 
D. PLANNING MEETINGS 
The plan was developed through a Mitigation Planning Committee comprised of various state 
agencies and non-profit organizations.  The preparation of the plan required a series of meetings 
for facilitating discussion and initiating data collection efforts with state agency officials and 
other participating stakeholders.  More importantly, the meetings prompted continuous input and 
feedback through the planning process. 
 
Below is a summary of the key meetings held by the Mitigation Planning Committee.5  In many 
cases, additional meetings were held with individual stakeholders to accomplish specific 
planning tasks, such as the collection of data.  For the 2010 update it was agreed upon by the 
ICC to conduct quarterly meetings to better facilitate the update of the plan.  A brief summary of 
these meetings are as follows: 
Quarterly ICC Meetings 
 
December 11, 2007 
 
The ICC met for the first time to discuss the 2010 update of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  
During this meeting Section 11 was reviewed and a group discussion was initiated.  It was 
decided that the plan requires quarterly ICC meetings to update the plan on a section by section 
basis.  It was also recommended that language be used to include any updates that will use best 
available data at the time.  The ICC General Rules were reviewed and updated with minor 
                                                 
4
 Copies of the agendas, sign-in sheets, meeting minutes, and handout materials for all meetings are located in 
Appendix D. 
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revisions.  The 2007 Annual Report was reviewed and adopted by the ICC.  Annual reports were 
agreed to be placed on the SCEMD website at this time. 
 
April 3, 2008 
 
On April 3, 2008 it was decided that a distribution list be included in the 2007 State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan as well as in future updates once approved by FEMA.  The ICC quarterly 
meetings calendar was reviewed, updated, and distributed.  Section 2 was reviewed and it was 
decided that Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) guidance be listed as a reference under the heading, 
“The Preparation of this Plan”, and SRL properties be included as part of the evaluation criteria 
for project funding.    
 
July 2, 2008 
 
On July 2, 2008 it was decided to include a Table of Contents to the 2010 State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan.  Section 2 was reviewed and revisions were made.  The Distribution List was 
approved and added to the 2007 State Plan.  Sections 3 and 4 were reviewed.  It was decided that 
future updates include the most recent census data and clearer maps.  In section 4 it was decided 
to add technological hazards and coastal erosion to the list of hazards.  For future meetings it was 
suggested to include subject matter experts into the planning process in order to analysis specific 
hazards.  In lieu of the update process, all data, statistics, and pictures will be revised. 
 
During this meeting a Hotwash was conducted regarding the Annual Mitigation Planning 
Committee (MPC) meeting held on June 20, 2008.  This meeting will be discussed in further 
detail later in this section.  It was decided to provide the Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) with a timeslot to present DNR program specific information to the MPC attendees at 
future meetings.  It was suggested that information regarding action plans should be presented at 
County Emergency Managers Workshops, regional quarterly meetings, and State Emergency 
Response Team (SERT) meetings. 
 
October 2, 2008 
 
On October 2, 2008 two new members were added to the ICC.  These included a new Risk 
Assessment Coordinator and a new Department of Health and Environmental Control contact.  
During this meeting Severe Repetitive Loss was reviewed for inclusion in the 2007 Hazard 
Mitigation Plan and plans thereafter, and Sections 4 and 5 were reviewed and updated. 
 
With the inclusion of Severe Repetitive Loss into the State Hazard Mitigation Plan it allows the 
State to be eligible for a reduced local cost share for activities that mitigate severe repetitive loss 
properties under the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) and Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) grant 
programs.  Severe repetitive loss properties are defined as single or multifamily residential 
properties that are covered under a National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) flood insurance 
policy and: 
 
1. That have incurred flood-related damage for which four or more separate claims 
payments have been made, with the amount of each claim (including building and 
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contents payments) exceeding $5,000, and with the cumulative amount of such claims 
payments exceeding $20,000; or 
2. For which at least two separate claims payments (building payments only) have been 
made under such coverage, with cumulative amount of such claims exceeding the market 
value of the building. 
3. In both instances, at least two of the claims must be within 10 years of each other, and 
claims made within 10 days of each other will be counted as one claim. 
 
Section 4, Hazard Identification, and Section 5, Hazard Analysis were reviewed and updated 
during this meeting.  With the addition of a new Risk Assessment Coordinator to the ICC, the 
update of sections 4, 5, and in the future section 6 will be performed at a more detailed level.  
Also, Subject Matter Experts (SMEs) were involved in the review and update of sections 4 and 5 
of the plan.  The SMEs reviewed specific hazards corresponding to their level of expertise within 
each section and made updates where appropriate.  Those updates were then presented to the ICC 
for review and inclusion in the 2010 plan.  Also, general updates were suggested, including the 
update of pictures, charts, and graphs.  It was suggested to provide timeframes for maps and 
figures, and finally, it was suggested to make the State Hazard Mitigation Plan more South 
Carolina specific. 
 
December 10, 2008 
 
During this meeting the draft 2008 Annual Report was reviewed and discussed.  All updates 
were to be added and finalized by the March ICC meeting.  The committee then reviewed and 
analyzed Section 6, Vulnerability Assessment, of the SHMP.  General comments were made to 
update pictures, charts, and graphs.  Maps and figures are to be updated to provide timeframes as 
well as grammatical and spelling errors addressed.  It was also determined to maintain 
consistency, the order of hazards in section 4, 5, and 6 should remain constant.  It was decided to 
specify the methodology for how data was acquired. 
 
March 17, 2009 
 
The 2008 Annual Report was reviewed and finalized with updates from all stakeholders.  The 
committee then reviewed Section 7, Integration of Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, of the SHMP.  
This section was reviewed and updated to correct any outdated material, charts, and graphs.  To 
address data limitations and incongruities amongst neighboring counties the ICC decided to use 
the USC Hazards Lab to conduct a local risk assessment for all counties located in South 
Carolina.  The county specific risk assessment is located in Appendix C of this plan.  During the 
open discussion, the Department of Insurance informed the ICC of the progress of the SC Safe 
Home program.  The purpose of SC Safe Home is to provide grant dollars to individual 
homeowners to make their property more resistant to hurricane and wind damage.  Retrofitted or 
strengthened homes are less vulnerable to the onslaught and effects of severe storms, thereby 
rendering hurricane/storm damage less likely and less intense.  Fewer damages result in fewer 
insurance claims and will ultimately reduce insurance premiums for all South Carolinians. 
 
June 19, 2009 
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During this meeting Section 8, Capability Assessment, and Section 9, Mitigation Strategy, were 
reviewed and discussed.  In Section 8 it was decided to update all charts and tables to include 
current policies and programs, and mitigating entities.  In Section 9, the goals were reviewed and 
updated with small revisions to Goal #1.  It was also decided to update the process used to 
evaluate and prioritize mitigation actions to include compliance with the NFIP to meet SRL 
requirements.  The Annual MPC meeting held on June 16, 2009 was also discussed with 
thoughts on what went well and areas of improvement for next year’s meeting. 
 
September 9, 2009 
 
During this meeting Section 10, Mitigation Actions, were reviewed and discussed both in 
structure and content.  It was suggested to organize the actions by hazard rather than by goal.  It 
was determined to keep actions by goal and then have actions searchable in an Excel format for 
easy review.  It was advised that actions should be more broad to reduce the size of this section 
and to cover more opportunities for grants that would be excluded due to being too specific.  
During this meeting the ICC decided to change the overall structure of this section from one 
mitigation action per page to an Excel format which would allow multiple actions per page. 
 
December 9, 2009 
 
The 2009 Annual Report was drafted with review of the 2008 Annual Report.  The ICC was then 
tasked with updating their respective sections.  Section 11, Plan Maintenance Procedures, was 
then reviewed and analyzed.  In the 2007 plan it stated there would be a quarterly review of 
mitigation actions.  For the 2010 update, the ICC determined it would be altered to an annual 
review to coincide with the annual MPC meeting.  It was also decided to include discussion of 
quarterly ICC meetings, annual MPC meetings, and the inclusion of notes, sign-in sheets, and 
minutes into an appendix of the SHMP.  A discussion of the Crosswalk revealed all necessary 
requirements needed for the 2010 SHMP to be approved by FEMA.  A discussion of the 
requirements to becoming an Enhanced State Plan ensued and it was determined that South 
Carolina would maintain a Standard State Plan status.  
 
June 23, 2010 
 
On June 23, 2010 the ICC reviewed a draft of the 2010 SHMP.  All comments and revisions 
were to be made prior to FEMA submittal in July.  The SHMP must be reviewed  and approved 
by FEMA before adoption in October 2010. 
 
 
Mitigation Planning Committee Meetings 
 
The Mitigation Planning Committee (MPC) is made up of various State, Local, and Non-Profit 
entities.  The MPC meeting is an annual meeting that provides a forum for participation of state 
entities in the update of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  During these meetings agencies were 
enlightened as to the importance of hazard mitigation and how they could work to ensure a safer, 
more disaster ready South Carolina.  At each meeting the State’s mitigation strategy for the 
reduction of potential hazards was discussed along with the State’s goals and mitigation actions 
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representing a comprehensive approach taken by South Carolina to reduce the impacts of natural 
hazards.  Each agency was provided with a list of past agency specific mitigation actions which 
correspond to the State’s mitigation goals.  These actions were then reviewed by the agencies 
and updates were provided regarding the implementation status, milestones achieved, or 
impediments encountered in implementation.  Participants also introduced new mitigation 
actions. 
 
June 20, 2008 
 
The first meeting of the Mitigation Planning Committee for the 2010 update of the State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan was held on June 20, 2008 during which the project was reintroduced to all 
participating stakeholders.  The intent of this meeting was to educate officials on the mitigation 
planning process, as well as to explain the DMA 2000 planning requirements and the individual 
roles assigned to each of the committee members. 
 
Agencies that attended this meeting and provided updates were: 
 
1. Clemson University 
2. South Carolina Department of Commerce 
3. South Carolina Department of Corrections 
4. South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
5. South Carolina Department of Education 
6. South Carolina Forestry Commission 
7. South Carolina Highway Patrol 
8. South Carolina Department of Insurance 
9. South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
10. South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism 
11. South Carolina Emergency Management Division 
12. South Carolina State Law Enforcement Division (SLED) 
13. South Carolina Department of Transportation 
14. South Carolina Association of Hazard Mitigation 
15. Santee Cooper Utility 
16. Salvation Army 
17. University of South Carolina 
 
Updates were provided by the following agencies that were unable to attend: 
 
1. South Carolina Budget and Control Board 
2. Seventh Day Adventists 
3. United Way Association of South Carolina 
 
June 16, 2009 
 
The second meeting of the Mitigation Planning Committee for the 2010 update of the State 
Hazard Mitigation Plan was held on June 16, 2009 during which the project was reintroduced to 
all participating stakeholders.  A review of all types of projects, plans, and initiatives were 
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presented as a foundation for possible grant funding.  A representative from DNR gave a 
presentation on Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA), Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL), and 
Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) grant programs.  The Risk Assessment Coordinator was 
introduced and gave a detailed presentation on the hazards that threaten South Carolina. 
Stakeholder action items were then updated or updated at a later date.  In addition to the 
attendees from the 2008 MPC meeting, the following agencies participated: 
 
1. South Carolina Budget and Control Board 
2. South Carolina Department of Social Services 
3. South Carolina Department of Public Safety 
4. South Carolina Department of Mental Health 
5. Medical University of South Carolina 
 
April 7, 2010 
 
The third meeting of the Mitigation Planning Committee for the 2010 update of the State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan was held on April 7, 2010 during which the project was reintroduced to all 
participating stakeholders.  This was the final MPC meeting before submittal to FEMA for 
review.  During this meeting action items were broadened to accommodate more possible grant 
activities under one action.  Also, the layout of action items was transitioned into a new EXCEL 
format to allow for search ability and a reduction in space.  Action items are now contained in a 
Mitigation Action Tracking Database.  This database will be crucial in the event of a disaster 
allowing possible projects to be searched based on hazard, priority, goal, cost, or lead agency.  
Each agency updated their specific actions providing a status update of any milestones or 
impediments.  This meeting saw the return of participating members from the 2008 and 2009 
MPC meetings. 
 
E. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
Requirement 44 CFR §201.4(d) [The] plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect changes 
in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in priorities… 
 
The 2010 State Hazard Mitigation Plan was updated in accordance with the Multi-hazard 
Guidance under the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 also known as the FEMA “Blue Book”.  For 
the 2010 update the South Carolina Mitigation Plan Update steering committee, the ICC, decided 
it would be beneficial to conduct quarterly review and updates of the SHMP.  By doing so, each 
section received in-depth analysis and changes were made accordingly.  For a history of 
meetings, minutes, and agendas please refer to Appendix D. 
 
F. COORDINATION AMONG AGENCIES 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(b): The [state] mitigation planning process should include coordination with other State agencies, 
appropriate Federal agencies, [and] interested groups. 
As the Division designated by the Governor to coordinate statewide emergency preparedness, 
response, recovery and hazard mitigation activities, the South Carolina Emergency Management 
Division (SCEMD) works with other state, federal and local agencies to develop and implement 
the strategies outlined in this document, obtain interagency feedback on the mitigation steps 
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taken and use that information in updating this plan.  The methodology employed by SCEMD to 
obtain this feedback is through the active coordination of interagency mitigation actions being 
undertaken. 
 
The plan is intended to serve as a coordinative tool through which state agencies and 
organizations identify complimentary objectives that systematically reduce the impact of hazards 
in South Carolina.  The plan also serves to coordinate and integrate the responsibilities, 
authorities and programs of the “participating” and “cooperating” agencies and organizations.  It 
does not replace or otherwise modify responsibilities, authorities or program elements.  Rather 
the plan is intended to identify a clear path toward reduced hazard vulnerability.  A key means by 
which to achieve this goal is to effectively coordinate and guide ongoing state efforts.  Should 
there be contradictions between the plan and existing state agency roles and authorities, the ICC 
will revise the plan to meet the needs of participating agencies or agree to modify state agency 
activities in a manner that compliments the objectives of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  
Through the update of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan the ICC worked closely with the FEMA 
Region IV mitigation planning staff who provided invaluable insight, guidance, methodologies, 
and technical assistance along the way.  While several methods are used to facilitate coordination 
among agencies, the Interagency Coordination Committee provides the primary vehicle through 
which these activities are implemented.  Specific activities include: 
 
1. Conducting regular meetings of the ICC to address the development and continued 
implementation of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan;6 
2. Convening post-disaster to discuss state and local “mitigation opportunities” and evaluate 
existing mitigation priorities; 
3. The development of an interagency agreement between participating agencies; 
4. The reliance on the use of additional authorizing legislation to achieve the objectives of 
the plan;7  
5. The creation of mitigation goals, objectives and specific mitigation actions that address 
improving coordination among state agencies to further the mission of the State of South 
Carolina Mitigation Plan;8 and 
6. The creation of mitigation goals, objectives and specific mitigation actions that aid the 
development of local hazard mitigation strategies. 
 
G. THE PLANNING TEAM 
In addition to the members of the ICC, additional state agency officials and other stakeholders, 
including non-profit agencies have been added to the team in order to address the range of 
hazards prevalent in the state and provide expert technical guidance and insight.  These 
additional agencies, in addition to the ICC, made up the Mitigation Planning Committee.  The 
following additional organizations participated in the planning process: 
 
                                                 
5
 In addition to regularly scheduled meetings, the ICC meets following all federally declared disasters to review and 
update the plan as needed. 
6 
 See the subsection “The Preparation of This Plan” for a list of enabling federal and state legislation. 
7 See Section 9 Mitigation Strategy, which includes the mission statement and current goals, objectives and actions 
intended to guide the efforts of the state to reduce the impact of future hazard events and disasters. 
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1. South Carolina Association for Hazard Mitigation 
2. South Carolina Budget and Control Board 
3. South Carolina Department of Commerce 
4. South Carolina Department of Corrections 
5. South Carolina Department of Education 
6. South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
7. South Carolina Department of Insurance 
8. South Carolina Department of Mental Health 
9. South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
10. South Carolina Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism 
11. South Carolina Department of Public Safety 
12. South Carolina Department of Social Services 
13. South Carolina Department of Transportation 
14. South Carolina Emergency Management Division 
15. South Carolina Forestry Commission 
16. South Carolina Highway Patrol 
17. State Law Enforcement Division (SLED) 
18. University of South Carolina 
19. University of South Carolina Law Enforcement Division 
20. Clemson University 
21. Medical University of South Carolina 
22. Salvation Army 
23. United Way 
24. Seventh Day Adventists 
25. Santee Cooper Utility 
26. Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 
A state agency-based planning team helped guide the development of this plan.  In cooperation 
with the ICC, South Carolina Emergency Management Division officials coordinated meetings 
and planning workshops to discuss and complete tasks associated with preparing the plan.  This 
working group coordinated all aspects of the plan development process.  In addition to regular 
meetings, committee members were kept informed through a dedicated e-mail distribution group.   
 
The South Carolina Hazard Mitigation Plan was developed by SCEMD with the use of 
information contributed by other State and Federal agencies.  As hazard mitigation planning 
continuously involves multiple government agencies, private voluntary organizations and 
commerce & industry, it is assumed the role of other entities in revising this plan will increase 





H. PROGRAM INTEGRATION 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(b): [The State mitigation planning process should] be integrated to the extent possible with other 
ongoing State planning efforts, as well as other FEMA mitigation programs and initiatives. 
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The State of South Carolina is fully committed to an effective and comprehensive mitigation 
program.  The Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM), and 
mitigation planning are all the direct responsibility of SCEMD.  In order for these programs to 
achieve their full potential, multiple state activities should compliment appropriate mitigation 
goals and strategies.  The best way to accomplish that task is to ensure that mitigation goals and 
initiatives are integrated to the maximum extent into all possible planning activities for Federal, 
State and local governments.  Over the years, the works of these various entities have been 
incorporated into the State Hazard Mitigation Plan and the planning of other state agencies. 
A detailed description of program integration is discussed in Section 8 Capability Assessment.  
As a result, a summary of the findings are presented here since the FEMA’s Standard State Plan 
guidance lists program integration in the planning process section.  The following summary is 
intended to highlight specific steps taken to integrate state planning efforts to reduce the impacts 
of hazards.  These steps include: 
 
1. Integrating the State Hazard Mitigation Plan and the State Flood Hazard Mitigation Plan; 
2. Establishing, by Executive Order of the Governor, the ICC, which is tasked with the 
coordination of state efforts to develop a comprehensive inter-agency mitigation strategy; 
3. Identifying common inter-agency goals and objectives in Section 9 Mitigation Strategy; 
4. Reviewing state planning programs, policies and projects to identify opportunities to 
integrate mitigation actions (see Section 8 Capability Assessment). 
 
I. STANDARDIZATION AND APPLICABILITY OF HAZARD ASSESSMENT TECHNIQUES 
The State of South Carolina has chosen to emphasize the standardization of planning techniques 
in order to facilitate the development, implementation, evaluation and enhancement over time of 
the State Hazard Mitigation Plan and local hazard mitigation plans.  This approach is also 
intended to improve the level of coordination both horizontally (across local planning processes) 
and vertically (between local and state planning processes).  More specifically, standardized state 
planning methods are intended to achieve the following objectives: 
 
1. Promote and facilitate the implementation of technical analyses and the management of 
mitigation and post-disaster recovery and reconstruction. 
2. Disseminate the technical, procedural and administrative requirements associated with 
mitigation planning. 
3. Establish predictable planning guidelines. 
4. Assure compliance with federal and state requirements. 
5. Provide an objective and equitable basis for evaluating mitigation plans and projects. 
6. Provide a valid and predictable basis for comparing identified mitigation-related needs, 
including their short and long-term costs and benefits as well as their economic impact. 
7. Establish and maintain an acceptable technical and scientifically defensible standard for 
the state mitigation program. 
8. Promote the efficient use of limited financial and personnel resources. 
9. Maintain program priorities in a manner commensurate with the exposure of the 
communities, businesses and other institutions to the impacts of hazards. 
 21 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
 
The hazards and the locations with the highest potential level of exposure to hazard events will 
drive plan priorities.  This is one of the key means to link state and local mitigation planning 
efforts.  As noted earlier in the section, the state has invested significant time and resources 
towards the development of a series of hazard assessment studies and guidance.  For the 2010 
update the Hazards Research Laboratory at the University of South Carolina conducted the risk 
assessment on a State level as well as on an individual County level.  In so doing, South Carolina 
has a comprehensive understanding of which hazards affect the State as a whole and which 
hazards are more localized while greatly reducing any inconsistencies.  
 
J. LOCAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLANNING COORDINATION 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(4)(i): [The section should include] a description of the State process to support, through funding 
and technical assistance, the development of local mitigation plans. 
 
The State of South Carolina is composed of 46 counties.  The Local Hazard Mitigation Plan will 
normally be a separate stand-alone plan by county, region, municipality, special district, and/or 
Indian tribe.  Any jurisdiction may prepare a mitigation plan specific to that jurisdiction, separate 
from the county mitigation plan.  Because most jurisdictions will require some form of assistance 
in developing their local hazard mitigation plan, SCEMD has a Mitigation Section, a State 
Hazard Mitigation Officer, and a Planner/Mitigation Specialist available to provide technical 
assistance to jurisdictions in the development of Local Hazard Mitigation Plans.  The South 
Carolina Emergency Management Division is the primary State coordinating agency for all local 
hazard mitigation plans.  The Mitigation Section has the primary responsibility to work with 
local governments in developing, reviewing, and updating local hazard mitigation plans.  
SCEMD Mitigation Section provides assistance to local jurisdictions to include in their 
mitigation strategies effective and feasible mitigation projects, planning and application 
development workshops.  The state has taken this approach in order to more closely link the 
findings of the risk assessment to the identification of appropriate funding sources and technical 
assistance to implement desired projects and policy initiatives.9  
 
The South Carolina Emergency Management Division (SCEMD) and the South Carolina 
Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) have provided and will continue to provide financial 
and technical assistance to local governments for the development of local hazard mitigation 
plans to include all hazards as well as flood prone repetitive loss properties.  In 2008 and 2009 
SCEMD worked closely with local governments and provided coordination between them and 
Councils of Governments (COGs) in the state to develop regional hazard mitigation plans.  In 
2008 South Carolina applied for and recieved 5 of 5 planning grants through 2009 PDM grant 
funds.  These grant dollars were awarded to 5 COGs comprising of 21 Counties.  In 2009 South 
Carolina applied for and received funding for one County for PDM 2010 grant dollars.  It is 
South Carolina’s belief that more can be accomplished through the combination of resources and 
therefore regional plans are highly recommended, yet not enforced.  It is ultimately up to the 
county to choose which type of plan will best suit their needs. 
                                                 
8
 The state will comply with all applicable Federal statutes and regulations during the periods for which it receives 
grant funding, in compliance with 44 CFR 13.11 (c), and will amend its plan whenever necessary to reflect changes 
in state and Federal laws and statutes as required by 44 CFR 13.11 (d). 
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Over the course of the PDM application periods SCEMD held several workshops for staff from 
local counties and COGs to provide assistance in the mitigation planning process.  SCEMD in 
partnership with FEMA conducted the course G-318 – Mitigation Planning Workshop for 
Preparing and Reviewing Local Plans on numerous occasions with an average attendance of 25 
persons.  USC’s Hazard Research Lab provided demonstrations to SCEMD staff and remained a 
constant partner throughout the process.  SCEMD and SCDNR staffs continue to provide 
ongoing technical assistance to local governments in development and updates of local 
mitigation plans in the future.   
The Hazard Mitigation Section provides technical assistance and funding to local jurisdictions 
that request such assistance for plan development.  These resources are offered annually to local 
jurisdictions through brochures, regional presentations press releases, and workshops indicating 
the types of technical assistance provided, application procedure, and deadlines for application. 
 
Since funding for planning purposes is generally minimal and SCEMD would be unable to 
provide planning funds to every jurisdiction that would require a local hazard mitigation plan, 
technical support will continue to be the primary method of providing planning assistance to 
local jurisdictions.  There are three primary sources of funds to assist local jurisdictions in 
developing local hazard mitigation plans: 
 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
HMGP funds are based on a percentage (15% of the first $2 billion and 10% from $2 to 
$4 billion) of the total federal share of funds received by the State as a result of a 
presidential disaster declaration.  The State can use up to 7% of those HMGP funds for 
planning purposes and up to 5% for state initiative projects. 
 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) 
Local Hazard Mitigation plans and plan updates also are and will be funded by FEMA’s 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation program 
 
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) 
FMA planning funds are received by the State on an annual basis.  The amount of funds 
provided varies.  As such, the State establishes priorities for the use of these funds.  
These funds are provided on a 75/25 cost share basis.  The recipient must provide the 
25% match.  Planning funds can only be provided to jurisdictions that participate in the 
National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). 
K. LOCAL PLAN INTEGRATION 
Requirement 44 CFR §201.4©(4)(ii): [The section on the Coordination of Local Mitigation Planning must include 
a] description of the State process and timeframe by which the local plans will be reviewed, coordinated, and linked 
to the State Mitigation Plan. 
The adage that all planning is local is frequently used to describe the planning process.  
However, in reality state-level planning can provide an important means to achieve broader 
objectives when done in partnership with local governments.  At the same time, while not all 
planning occurs at the local level, many of the most powerful tools are implemented by county 
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and municipal governments.  Therefore, in order to be successful, state and local government 
objectives must be reviewed and assessed relative to one another.10 
 
As part of the State mitigation planning initiative, local mitigation plans are being developed for 
each county and/or region.  These multi-jurisdictional plans will address the mitigation 
issues/initiatives for the unincorporated parts of the county and for the incorporated jurisdictions 
within that county.  This will help ensure that as many jurisdictions as possible remain involved 
in the mitigation planning process.  The Local Hazard Mitigation Plan will be a separate stand-
alone plan by county and/or region.  Any jurisdiction within a county may prepare a mitigation 
plan specific to that jurisdiction, separate from the county mitigation plan. 
 
The State Hazard Mitigation Plan recognizes that, in order to effectively increase state hazard 
mitigation capabilities, local governments must rely on existing responsibilities and authorities, 
including: 
1. Building codes. 
2. Comprehensive growth management plans. 
3. Land use and zoning plans and ordinances. 
4. Programs associated with the identification and preservation of valuable environmental 
systems and historic resources. 
 
In addition to local planning requirements per the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000, local plans 
developed in the State of South Carolina will consider and incorporate, as appropriate, the 
provisions of the following plans and programs: 
1. Plans associated with the National Flood Insurance Program, Community Rating System 
and flood mitigation plans required per the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program. 
2. Local plans addressing coastal hazards per Section 48-39-350 of the Coastal Zone 
Management Act, as amended. 
3. Local plans associated with the use of Community Development Block Grant Program 
funds for mitigation-related purposes. 
4. Plans required in support of the Disaster Recovery Initiative program of the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
 
The standardization of local mitigation and program planning will provide a uniform and 
effective approach for local governments to follow, thereby facilitating the review, approval and 
on-going update of local plans over time.  The state will continue to provide technical assistance 
to aid local governments in the overall planning process.   
 
It is the goal of the State of South Carolina to have approved local mitigation plans for all 46 of 
its counties, as well as all of its incorporated jurisdictions.  In order for a mitigation plan to be 
                                                 
9 
 The evaluation of existing mitigation tools, including those that compliment or contradict one another, is 
a key function of the Capability Assessment.  See Section 7 for more details. 
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approved, it must be compliant to the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2K) and meet all of 
the requirements as set by 44 CFR Part 20111.   
 
When a local jurisdiction completes a draft of its mitigation plan, it is submitted to the state for 
review.  Below is an illustration of the of the plan review process: 
 
 
The process continues until the local jurisdiction has a State and FEMA approved mitigation 
plan.   
 
FEMA guidance requires local governments to have an approved mitigation plan in place prior to 
November 2004 in order to receive hazard mitigation grant program (HMGP) project grants.  
FEMA guidance allows the FEMA Regional Director the ability to grant exceptions to this 
requirement in extraordinary circumstances, such as in a small and impoverished community, 
when justification is provided.  In these cases, the plan must be completed within twelve months 
                                                 
10 Section 7: Integration of Local Hazard Mitigation Plans provides a summary of the status of all local hazard 
mitigation planning in South Carolina.   
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of the award of the project grant.  Because funding for mitigation projects is at stake, it is 
important that the State and these communities know the status of the plan requirements prior to 
any potential disaster.  As such, the State of South Carolina is addressing the hazard mitigation 
plan exception as part of this State Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
 
The following process and timeline for local plan integration into the state plan has been 
developed.  Once local mitigation plans are completed or updated, submitted to the state for 
review, and approved by FEMA, the following tasks may be completed depending on time and 
resources: 
 
1. The state may convene the ICC to review the findings of the local risk assessments and 
mitigation strategies12; 
2. The ICC may assess how local risk and mitigation actions compliment or conflict with 
the goals and actions of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan; 
3. The State Hazard Mitigation Plan may be amended to integrate the findings of the risk 
assessments and support the recommended actions of local plans, as deemed appropriate 
by the ICC; 
4. The ICC will convene following disasters, following local plan update schedules, or as 
appropriate, to re-evaluate new information made available by local governments 
regarding changes in risk or the adoption of new mitigation actions.  These changes will 
be reviewed, and potential changes to the State Hazard Mitigation Plan will be 
considered. 
 
Requirement 44 CFR §201.4(d): [The} plan must be reviewed and revised to reflect 
changes in development, progress in statewide mitigation efforts, and changes in 
priorities… 
 
The review and integration of the findings of local mitigation plans into the State Hazard 
Mitigation Plan will take place every three years.  This timeframe for completion may vary based 
on recent disaster declarations or other factors beyond control of the SCEMD.  The process is 
further described below: 
 
1. Collecting and summarizing the local risk assessment findings and mitigation actions; 
2. Convening the ICC, gathering their input, and writing up the results; and 





                                                 
11The SHMO will compile and summarize this information prior to the ICC meeting and distribute the package to 
participants at least one week in advance of the proposed meeting in order for the committee members to review the 
findings.  This will allow ICC members to focus on how to amend the State Plan, if necessary, to reflect the local 
risk assessments and the needs of local governments and their citizens. 
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L. PRIORITIZING LOCAL ASSISTANCE 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(4)(iii): [The section shall include] criteria for prioritizing communities and local jurisdictions that 
would receive planning and project grants under available funding programs which should include 1) 
Consideration for communities with highest risks, 2) Repetitive loss properties, and 3) The most intense 
development pressures.  …  [For] non-planning grants, a principal criterion for prioritizing grants shall be the 
extent to which benefits are maximized according to a cost benefit review of proposed projects and their associated 
costs. 
The State of South Carolina will prioritize planning and project grant assistance to local 
governments based on risk.  A formalized approach will be developed upon the completion of all 
county-level risk assessments.  This approach will provide different criteria to prioritize project 
grants and planning grants.  Until local risk assessments are received and analyzed, the state will 
utilize the prioritization method developed in the existing State Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program Administrative Plan (2009).   
 
For non-planning grants, a principal criterion for prioritizing grants shall be the extent to which 
benefits are maximized according to a cost benefit review of proposed projects and their 
associated costs.  Federal and State funding for mitigation planning will be limited and in some 
instances may not be available.  There will always be more requests for mitigation planning 
funds that there will be available funds.  Approval of funds for mitigation planning will be based 
on the availability of funds and the determination as to whether the requesting jurisdiction has 
demonstrated the desire and ability to complete the plan. 
 
Since funding for mitigation planning grants is limited, those available funds must be distributed 
to those communities that have clearly demonstrated both the ability and the desire to complete 
the plan and to follow through with the initiatives developed in the plan.  This desire to comply 
with the initiatives in the local mitigation plan should not be dependent on the availability of 
state or federal funds.  In an effort to allow some flexibility in the distribution of mitigation 
planning funds the following guidelines have been developed.  These guidelines are not all-
inclusive and compliance with all of the issues listed below may not be required for approval of a 
planning grant. 
In addition to local risk ranking the following evaluation criteria will be considered for 
prioritization: 
 
1. Local capability (lower capability communities will be given additional consideration); 
2. Repetitive loss properties.  Consideration will be given to those communities with both a 
large number of repetitive loss properties, flood prone severe repetitive loss properties, 
and those that contain properties that have sustained the highest number of repetitive 
damages;13 and 
                                                 
12 Repetitive loss properties have been collected and assessed in this Plan.  It is important to note, however, that the 
overriding factor when considering the distribution of assistance is the level of risk facing a community.  As an 
example, assistance from SCDNR will be provided to those communities facing the greatest flood risk regardless of 
whether property owners maintain flood insurance. 
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3. Intense development pressures.  The state-level risk assessment has assessed future risk 
based on future growth rates and provided expected future losses.  This will be compared 
with a more localized assessment of future risk found in local hazard mitigation plans. 
4. Cost effectiveness.  A principal criterion for prioritizing projects will be based on cost-
effectiveness as determined by a benefit cost analysis. 
5. For post-disaster funding, projects addressing the hazard for which the disaster was 
declared will receive priority for funding. 
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STATE PROFILE 
 
A. INTRODUCTION  
South Carolina is comprised of 46 counties.  Counties were established in the colonial period 
primarily for locating land grants, with most other governmental activities being centralized in 
Charleston.  The growth of the backcountry led to the establishment of judicial districts 
throughout the colony, but low-country areas continued to be identified primarily by their 
Anglican parish names.  Following the Revolution, both district and county courts were 
established.  In 1800, most of the counties became districts.  Finally, in 1868 all of the existing 
districts were renamed counties.  New counties continued to be formed until the early part of the 
20th century, with the most recent being Allendale in 1919.   
 
B. GEOGRAPHY AND ENVIRONMENT 
South Carolina ranks 40th in size among the states, with an area of 82,931 square kilometers 
(32,020 square miles), including 2,611 square kilometers (1,008 square miles) of inland water 
and 186 square kilometers (72 square miles) of coastal waters over which it has jurisdiction.  The 
maximum distance, from east to west, is 439 kilometers (273 miles) and its maximum extent 
north to south is 352 kilometers (219 miles).  The state’s mean elevation is 110 meters (350 feet). 
 
Three geographic land areas define South Carolina; the Atlantic Coastal Plain, the Piedmont, and 
the Blue Ridge.  Two thirds of South Carolina is covered by the Atlantic Coastal Plain, from the 
Atlantic Ocean extending to the west.  The land rises gradually from the southeast to the 
northwest.  An area of the Atlantic Coastal Plain, defined as extending from the coast about 70 
miles inland, is referred to as the Outer Coastal Plain.  This area is quite flat.  Many rivers can be 
found in the Outer Coastal Plain, with swamps near the coast that extend inland.  An area called 
the Inner Coastal Plain consists of rolling hills.  This is where South Carolina’s most fertile soils 
are found.  South Carolinians refer to the Inner Coastal Plain as the South Carolina Low Country 
and the Piedmont and the Blue Ridge region as Up Country.   
 
To the northwest of the Atlantic Coastal Plain is the Piedmont.  The Piedmont is marked by 
higher elevations, from 400 to 1,200 feet above sea level and reaching 1,400 above sea level on 
its western edge.  The landscape consists of rolling hills, gentler in the east and more hilly to the 
west and northwest.  The border between the Piedmont region and the Atlantic Coastal Plain is 
called the Fall Line to mark the line where the upland rivers “fall” to the lower Atlantic Coastal 
Plain. 
 
The Blue Ridge covers the northwestern corner of South Carolina.  This region is part of the 
larger Blue Ridge Mountain Range that extends from southern Pennsylvania south to Georgia.  
The South Carolina Blue Ridge Mountains are lower and less rugged than the mountains in 
North Carolina.  The forest-covered Blue Ridge Mountains of South Carolina rarely exceed 
3,000 feet above sea level.  The highest point in South Carolina, Sassafras Mountain, reaches an 
elevation of 3,554 feet. 
 
South Carolina’s climate is humid and subtropical, with long, hot summers and short, mild 
winters.  The subtropical climate of South Carolina arises from the combination of the state’s 
relatively low latitude, its generally low elevation, the proximity of the warm Gulf Stream in the 
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Atlantic, and the Appalachian Mountains, which in winter, help to block cold air from the 
interior of the United States.  The average temperature range in Columbia, S.C.  is 33.7 to 56.6 
ºF in January and 70.8 to 92.3 ºF in July.  The record low in the state was -19 ºF in 1985 in 
Ceasars Head and the record high was 111 ºF in 1925 in Blackville and in 1954 in Camden. 
 
Rainfall is abundant and well distributed throughout South Carolina.  Most of the state receives, 
on average, 49 inches of precipitation per year.  Nearly all precipitation falls as rain, and most 
precipitation occurs during the spring and summer.  The Pee Dee, Santee, Edisto, and Savannah 
River systems drain the state, flowing from the highlands to the sea, creating rapids and 
waterfalls.  This abundant source of hydroelectric power is one of South Carolina’s most 
important natural resources.   
 
C. POPULATION AND HOUSING- STATE CHARACTERISTICS 
The 2008 population estimate for South Carolina puts the state’s populations at 4,479,800, 
ranking 24th among the 50 states in terms of population size.  From 2000 to 2008, South 
Carolina’s population increased by 11.66 percent (from 4,012,012 people in 2000 to 4,479,800 in 
2008).  Figure 3.1 compares the rate of population growth of South Carolina and the United 
States.  Over the past century, South Carolina has experienced an average population growth rate 
of approximately 12 percent, which is slightly less than the average national growth rate of 
approximately 14 percent. Projections of South Carolina’s population growth rate for the period 
2000 – 2008 call for an average growth rate of 11.7 per cent, which is nearly equal to the decadal 
averages. Actual population figures from the 2010 census are not available at time of this 
printing.   
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FIGURE 3.1—POPULATION GROWTH RATES OF SOUTH CAROLINA AND 
UNITED STATES, 1900-2000 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
 
According to the demographic information collected by the U.S. Census Bureau’s American 
Community Survey in 2008, South Carolina’s household population of 4.48 million consisted of 
51.4 percent females and 48.6 percent males.  The median age was 37.6 years.  23.8 percent of 
the population was under 18 years of age and 13.3 percent was 65 years and older. 
 
For people reporting one race alone, 68.7 percent were White; 28.5 percent were Black or 
African American; less than 0.5 percent were American Indian and Alaska Native; 1.2 percent 
were Asian; 0.1 percent were Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, and 1.1 percent 
reported being of more than one race.  4.1 percent of the people in South Carolina were Hispanic.   
 
In 2008, there were 1.7 million households in South Carolina.  The average household size was 
2.55 people.  Families made up 67.1 percent of the households in South Carolina.  This figure 
includes both married-couple families (48.3 percent) and other families (18.8 percent).  Non-
family households made up 32.9 percent of all households in South Carolina.  Most of the non-
family households were people living alone, but some were comprised of people living in 
households in which no one was related to the householder.   
 
Census data showed 84.9 percent of the people living in South Carolina were living in the same 
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the same county, 3 percent from another county in the same state, 3.4 percent from another state, 
and .4 percent from abroad.  Only 4.4 percent of the people living in South Carolina in 2008 
were foreign born.  95.6 percent were native, including 60.4 percent who were born in South 
Carolina.   
 
Among the total non-institutionalized population in 2008, 14 percent reported a disability.  The 
likelihood of having a disability varied by age from 3.8 percent of people under 18 years old, to 
12.3 percent of people 18 to 64 years old, and to 40.8 percent of those 65 and older.   
 
Regarding education, 83.2 percent of people 25 years and over had at least graduated from high 
school and 23.7 percent had a bachelor’s or a higher degree.    
 
In 2008, South Carolina had a total of 2.06 million housing units.  Of the total housing units, 
single-unit structures dominate the housing stock at 65.3 percent.  34.7 percent were multi-unit 
structures.  The median value of owner-occupied housing units was $138,700.   
 
D. POPULATION AND HOUSING—COUNTY CHARACTERISTICS 
Table 3.1 provides a breakdown of population, housing units, land and water area, and density 
by county.  This information was derived from 2008 U.S. census estimates.   Greenville County 
has the largest population and housing units in the state, and coastal counties including Beaufort, 
Charleston, and Horry have higher population than state average.  Figures 3.2, 3.3, 3.4 show the 
area’s demographic distribution at census tract level, based on the U.S. Census 2008 census 
estimates/projections.   
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Table 3.1—COUNTY POPULATIONS, NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS AND LAND AREA, 2000 
JURISDICTION POPULATION HOUSING UNITS 
AREA IN SQUARE MILES DENSITY PER SQUARE 
MILE OF LAND AREA 
TOTAL AREA WATER AREA LAND AREA POPULATION HOUSING 
Abbeville  25,950 12,972 511.05 3.02 508.03 51.05 25.52 
Aiken  158,120 63,357 1,080.46 7.79 1,072.66 147.41 59.07 
Allendale  10,550 4,989 412.58 4.38 408.2 25.85 12.22 
Anderson  184,990 75,972 757.45 39.43 718.02 257.64 105.81 
Bamberg  15,230 8,167 395.47 2.22 393.25 38.78 20.77 
Barnwell  23,560 10,759 557.25 8.84 548.41 42.8 19.62 
Beaufort  156,070 53,241 922.88 336.03 586.86 265.94 90.72 
Berkeley  170,270 52,771 1,228.07 130.35 1,097.72 155.11 48.07 
Calhoun  15,210 7,588 392.34 12.11 380.22 40.00 19.96 
Charleston  348,370 124,449 1,358.11 439.61 918.51 379.27 135.49 
Cherokee  55,800 23,556 397.28 4.59 392.69 142.09 59.99 
Chester  33,020 14,909 586.16 5.64 580.52 56.88 25.68 
Chesterfield  43,480 20,865 805.78 7.18 798.6 54.45 26.13 
Clarendon  33,610 16,332 695.66 88.46 607.21 55.35 26.90 
Colleton  39,870 18,889 1,133.21 76.86 1,056.36 37.74 17.88 
Darlington  67,620 30,331 566.78 5.63 561.14 120.50 54.05 
Dillon  30,730 14,134 406.54 1.7 404.84 75.91 34.91 
Dorchester  129,450 36,238 576.69 1.96 574.73 225.24 63.05 
Edgefield  26,560 10,302 506.54 4.64 501.89 52.92 20.53 
Fairfield  23,760 10,735 709.93 23.34 686.59 34.61 15.64 
Florence  134,510 51,023 803.74 3.9 799.84 168.17 63.79 
Georgetown  62,610 28,152 1,035.00 220.16 814.83 76.84 34.55 
Greenville  443,160 148,454 794.96 4.88 790.08 560.91 187.90 
Greenwood  69,770 27,553 462.94 7.42 455.52 153.16 60.49 
Hampton  21,710 10,576 562.63 2.85 559.78 38.78 18.89 
Horry  265,360 98,107 1,254.96 121.28 1,133.68 234.06 86.54 
Jasper  22,920 8,915 699.79 43.67 656.12 34.93 13.59 
Kershaw  60,370 23,425 740.25 14 726.26 83.12 32.25 
Lancaster  74,800 26,185 555.29 6.3 548.99 136.25 47.70 
Laurens  72,040 30,932 723.98 8.87 715.11 100.73 43.26 
Lee  20,270 7,945 411.3 1 410.3 49.40 19.36 
Lexington  255,100 89,055 757.88 58.63 699.25 364.82 127.36 
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JURISDICTION POPULATION HOUSING UNITS 
AREA IN SQUARE MILES DENSITY PER SQUARE 
MILE OF LAND AREA 
TOTAL AREA WATER AREA LAND AREA POPULATION HOUSING 
Marion  34,160 15,980 494.09 5.03 489.06 69.84 32.68 
Marlboro  28,430 12,823 485.28 5.57 479.71 59.27 26.73 
McCormick  10,450 4,917 393.85 34.29 359.56 29.06 13.67 
Newberry  38,390 17,721 647.28 16.51 630.77 60.86 28.09 
Oconee  73,420 34,141 673.58 48.17 625.41 117.39 54.59 
Orangeburg  91,450 41,563 1,128.09 21.93 1,106.16 82.67 37.57 
Pickens  120,600 46,165 511.85 14.96 496.89 242.7 92.91 
Richland  366,550 110,195 771.72 15.3 756.41 484.59 145.68 
Saluda  19,150 9,304 461.78 9.3 452.48 42.32 20.56 
Spartanburg  283,530 105,405 819.14 8.22 810.93 349.64 129.98 
Sumter  106,180 41,743 682.03 16.63 665.41 159.57 62.73 
Union  27,640 13,802 515.92 1.8 514.12 53.76 26.85 
Williamsburg  35,370 16,907 936.92 3.02 933.9 37.87 18.10 
York  218,990 64,559 695.72 13.27 682.45 320.89 94.60 
TOTAL 4,549,150 1696103 32,020.20 1,910.73 30,109.47 151.09 56.33 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Social vulnerability scores14 are derived from socioeconomic characteristics of each jurisdiction 
including age, gender, population, race, income, and the number of mobile homes found in each 
county.  This score indicates the potential for harm to individuals and damage to properties that 
are more vulnerable than other groups because of socioeconomic conditions.  For example, 
people under age 19 or over age 64 are more vulnerable than the general population due to the 
need for special assistance should an evacuation be required in an emergency.  Figure 3.3 shows 
the distribution of elderly population density and Figure 3.4 shows the distribution of low 
income population density by census tract for South Carolina.  Greenville, Charleston, Richland, 
Spartanburg, and Horry Counties scored highest among the 46 counties in the state.  These 
counties also have the highest general population.   
 
Table 3.2 provides projected total population for the state by county in years 2010, 2015, and 
202515, percent population change from 2000 to 2025, a social vulnerability score, and number 
of tourists per day.  Population projections indicate consistent growth in the state with the total 
population exceeding five million by 2025.  Most coastal counties, with the exception of 
Charleston and Colleton are expected to experience higher population growth than the state 
average.  Horry County represents the fastest growing county in the state.  A similar trend is 
found for the number of visitors among 46 counties. 
 
                                                 
13Social Vulnerability Analysis was completed by The Hazard Research Lab, Department of Geography, University 
of South Carolina, 2005. 
14 Population Projection data were obtained from the South Carolina Office of Research and Statistics. 
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FIGURE 3.4—DISTRIBUTION OF LOW INCOME POPULATION DENSITY BY 
CENSUS TRACT 
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TABLE 3.2—PROJECTED TOTAL POPULATION, SOCIAL VULNERABILITY SCORES AND TOURIST POPULATION 
FOR THE STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 











Abbeville 25,950 26,760 28,380 1.19 8.5% 1,590 
Aiken 158,120 167,800 187,210 3.10 31.3% 4,469 
Allendale 10,550 10,680 10,940 1.10 -2.4% 599 
Anderson 184,990 193,370 210,110 3.41 26.8% 7,281 
Bamberg 15,230 14,840 14,090 1.21 -18.2% 767 
Barnwell 23,560 26,450 26,490 1.21 12.8% 673 
Beaufort 156,070 170,640 199,780 2.31 65.1% 62,731 
Berkeley 170,270 181,350 203,520 2.93 42.7% 5,029 
Calhoun 15,210 15,940 17,390 0.86 14.5% 890 
Charleston 348,370 357,370 375,390 5.52 21.1% 64,908 
Cherokee 55,800 58,780 64,760 1.58 23.3% 1,834 
Chester 33,020 33,830 35,440 1.31 4% 1,357 
Chesterfield 43,480 44,670 47,050 1.58 10% 1,248 
Clarendon 33,610 34,900 37,520 1.56 15.4% 7,339 
Colleton 39,870 41,470 44,680 1.61 16.8% 8,024 
Darlington 67,620 68,940 71,580 2.06 6.2% 1,519 
Dillon 30,730 30,800 30,920 1.46 .006% 2,287 
Dorchester 129,450 139,370 159,210 1.8 65.1% 2,446 
Edgefield 26,560 28,420 32,130 0.92 30.6% 603 
Fairfield 23,760 24,470 25,920 1.24 10.5% 2,001 
Florence 134,510 138,860 147,580 2.86 17.4% 8,245 
Georgetown 62,610 66,130 73,180 1.73 31.2% 16,308 
Greenville 443,160 468,020 517,740 6.37 36.4% 21,257 
Greenwood 69,770 72,300 77,370 1.68 16.8% 2,867 
Hampton 21,710 22,550 24,230 1.20 13.3% 908 
Horry 265,360 291,080 342,530 4.52 74.2% 200,783 
Jasper 22,920 24,530 27,730 1.08 34.1% 4,642 
Kershaw 60,370 64,040 71,390 1.48 35.6% 4,439 
Lancaster 74,800 77,150 81,830 1.64 33.4% 857 
Laurens 72,040 76,120 84,310 2.00 21.2% 3,215 
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Lee 20,270 20,720 21,640 1.20 7.6% 434 
Lexington 255,100 274,800 314,220 3.86 45.5% 7,740 
Marion 34,160 34,580 35,450 1.58 -.0005% 769 
Marlboro 28,430 27,770 26,430 1.38 -9% 2,273 
McCormick 10,450 11,020 12,170 0.78 22.2% 1,090 
Newberry 38,390 39,650 42,170 1.29 16.8% 3,742 
Oconee 73,420 77,860 86,740 1.79 31% 7,493 
Orangeburg 91,450 93,920 98,880 2.81 8% 8,838 
Pickens 120,600 128,260 143,570 2.25 29.6% 3,978 
Richland 366,550 381,230 410,610 5.59 28% 20,927 
Saluda 19,150 19,810 21,140 0.88 10.2% 1,363 
Spartanburg 283,530 296,880 323,550 4.80 27.5% 8,814 
Sumter 106,180 109,900 117,360 2.71 12.2% 2,889 
Union 27,640 27,420 26,980 1.25 -9.7% 687 
Williamsburg 35,370 35,240 34,980 1.65 -6% 873 
York 218,990 235,930 269,790 2.94 63.9% 8,162 
TOTAL 4,549,150 4,784,700 5,256,080 2.16 31% 521,191 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, South Carolina Office of Research and Statistics 
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E. EMPLOYMENT AND INDUSTRY 
South Carolina remained primarily an agricultural state until the early decades of the 20th 
century, when manufacturing, particularly the textile industry, developed as the leading 
economic activity.  Nevertheless, agriculture remains an important part of the state’s economy.  
The state’s farm output, especially its production of cotton, still provides raw materials for many 
of its manufacturing plants.  While the production of textiles remains important to the economy, 
manufacturing has become more diversified since the 1960s.   
 
Today South Carolina’s economy is no longer dependent on any one sector.  A look at the 
distribution of jobs by industry in 2006-2007 shows 16 percent are in manufacturing, 14.5 
percent in retail, 12.1 percent in health care/social assistance, 11.3 percent in 
accommodation/food services, 8.6 percent in administrative and support, and the remaining 37.5 
percent spread over all other sectors.  The top ten agricultural products marketed in 2007 are 
chicken broiler/fryers with 32.9 per cent of total receipts, followed by greenhouse and nursery 
products, turkeys, cattle/calves, corn, eggs, soybeans, cotton/cottonseed, tobacco, and milk 
production.  
   
Table 3.3 shows the overall employment figures in the state.  The state has experienced an 
increase in unemployment since 1998, especially in the last few years.  The state's hardest hit 
occupational groups is “Administrative and Support”, with more than 20,000 jobs lost in the past 
year.  
 
TABLE 3.3—EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT IN SOUTH CAROLINA, 1998-
2008 






PERCENT OF LABOR 
FORCE 
1998 1,962,922 1,888,237 74,685 3.8 
1999 1,963,273 1,875,433 87,840 4.4 
2000 1,975,919 1,900,817 75,102 3.8 
2001 1,951,986 1,847,944 104,042 5.3 
2002 1,968,479 1,851,214 117,265 6.0 
2003 2,002,797 1,868,434 134,363 6.7 
2004 2,026,480 1,888,050 138,430 6.8 
2005 2,062,350 1,922,367 139,983 6.8 
2006 2,104,453 1,970,411 134,042 6.3 
2007 2,117,792 1,998,640 119,152 5.6 
2008 2,142,643 1,995,357 147,286 6.9 
Source: S.C. Employment Security Commission, Labor Market Information 
Note: The labor force data in this table is adjusted to the Current Population Survey Benchmark, and has been 
adjusted for commuting and dual job holding. 
 
The median household income in South Carolina in 2008 was $44,625.  77.5 percent of the 
households received earnings and 19.9 percent received retirement income other than Social 
Security.  30.1 percent of the households received Social Security.  In 2008, 15.7 percent of the 
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population lived in poverty.  Figure 3.5 shows that 11.6 percent of all families are poor, with the 
most poor (33.7%) being families with a female householder and no husband present.   
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F. LAND USE 
The National Resource Inventory report by the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
indicates that between 1992 and 1997, 15.8 million acres were converted from farms and 
woodlands to a developed land status nationally.  Among individual states, South Carolina was 
in the top 10, with 539,700 rural acres converted for development between 1992 and 1997.  The 
report indicated that South Carolina had the 9th highest rate of land conversion among the 50 
states. 
 
Table 3.4 shows where South Carolina stands in comparison to other states.  Land conversion 
rates have been over 20 percent per decade for some time.  During the five-year periods of 1982-
87 and 1987-92, conversion rates amounted to 13.0 and 14.1 percent, respectively.  Over the 
five-year period between 1992 and 1997, the rate of increase more than doubled to 30.2 percent.   
 
TABLE 3.4—LAND CONVERSION BY STATE ADJUSTED BY ACREAGE AND 
POPULATION, 1992-1997 
RANKING STATE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL RURAL LAND CONVERTED TO DEVELOPMENT FROM 1992 TO 1997 
1 West Virginia 38.8% 
2 New Mexico 35.7% 
3 Pennsylvania 35.0% 
4 Georgia 33.1% 
5 Tennessee 30.5% 
6 South Carolina 30.2% 
7 Maine 29.0% 
8 Missouri 23.3% 
9 North Carolina 23.0% 
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RANKING STATE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL RURAL LAND CONVERTED TO DEVELOPMENT FROM 1992 TO 1997 
10 Alabama 22.7% 
Source: USDA, U.S. Census Bureau and Jim Self Center on the Future, Clemson University 
 
While updated figures are not available, and assuming these rates of conversion are not 
anomalies, long-term community planning will become ever more valuable. Such planning helps 
cities and towns manage land development, ensuring their community benefits from growth. 
 
The South Carolina General Assembly grants local governments the authority to plan and control 
land use and development through the creation and maintenance of a comprehensive plan.  In 
1994, the General Assembly passed the “South Carolina Local Government Comprehensive 
Planning Enabling Act.”  This act required all South Carolina local planning programs to make 
their plans and ordinances conform to the provisions in the 1994 act by May 3, 1999.  Each 
comprehensive plan developed by a county or municipality is required to directly address, at a 
minimum, seven elements, including a natural resource element.  The natural resource element 
must address flooding and flood-related issues. 
 
The purpose of these plans is to allow local governments to devise a strategy to accomplish the 
following five objectives: 
 
1. Identify local problems and needs  
2. Collect appropriate data to study local problems and needs  
3. Arrive at a consensus on local objectives  
4. Develop plans and programs to fulfill such objectives 
5. Utilize available resources to execute plans and programs effectively 
 
Jurisdictional planning boards, state and local economic development leaders, and state natural 
resource managers are working to incorporate a variety of land-use management initiatives into 
these comprehensive plans. 
 
The effects of land use changes, development and populations growth are addressed in greater 
detail in Section 6: Vulnerability Assessment.    
 
G. DECLARED DISASTERS 
South Carolina has experienced fifteen federally declared disasters.  The list of federally declared 
disasters, emergency declarations and fire management assistance declarations as compiled by 
FEMA, is shown in Table 3.5.  The types of hazards that led to these disaster declarations are ice 
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TABLE 3.5 
DECLARED DISASTERS, SOUTH CAROLINA, 1954-2006 
YEAR DATE DISASTER DECLARATION 
2009 4/23 Highway 31 Fire Fire Management Assistance Declaration 
2006 01/20 Severe Ice Storm Major Disaster Declaration 
2005 09/10 Hurricane Katrina Evacuation Emergency Declaration 
2004 10/07 Tropical Storm Frances Major Disaster Declaration 
2004 09/15 Tropical Storm Gaston Major Disaster Declaration 
2004 09/01 Hurricane Charley Major Disaster Declaration 
2004 02/13 Ice storm Major Disaster Declaration  
2003 01/08 Ice storm Major Disaster Declaration  
2002 06/18 Legends Fire Fire Management Assistance Declaration 
2001 11/13 Long Bay Fire Fire Management Assistance Declaration 
2000 01/31 Winter storm Major Disaster Declaration  
1999 09/21 Hurricane Floyd Major Disaster Declaration  
1999 09/15 Hurricane Floyd Emergency Declaration  
1998 09/04 Hurricane Bonnie Major Disaster Declaration  
1996 09/30 Hurricane Fran Major Disaster Declaration  
1990 10/22 Flood Major Disaster Declaration 
1989 09/21 Hurricane Hugo Major Disaster Declaration 
1984 03/30 Severe storms, Tornadoes Major Disaster Declaration 
1977 08/04 Drought Emergency Declaration 
1955 08/20 Hurricanes Major Disaster Declaration 
1954 10/17 Hurricane Hazel Major Disaster Declaration 
Source: FEMA Web site, List of Federally Declared Disasters 
 
The most recent disaster declaration came in January 2006 following a severe ice storm.  FEMA 
designated the counties of Anderson, Cherokee, Greenville, Laurens, Oconee, Pickens, and 
Spartanburg as a disaster area therefore making those counties eligible for federal disaster funds 
to help local governments recover from the ice storm.  The declaration covered damage to public 
property from the storm that occurred in mid-December, 2005.  Under a declaration of disaster, 
the state and affected local governments are eligible to apply for federal funding to pay 75 
percent of the approved costs for debris removal, emergency services related to the storm, and 
the repair or replacement of damaged public facilities.   
 
Hurricane Hugo in 1989 is well known in the state as one of the most significant disasters.  
While Hugo resulted in $1.32 billion in various forms of federal assistance, the cost to South 
Carolina included: 
 
1. 26 deaths; 
2. Some 750,000 residents were without power; 100,000 customers were still without power 
two weeks later; 
3. 42,650 storm victims applied to FEMA for disaster assistance; 
4. 74,839 persons applied to FEMA for emergency housing help; 
5. $31 million was provided for emergency housing assistance; 
6. $10.7 million was provided to help reduce future storm losses; 
7. U.S. Small Business Administration made 8,798 disaster loans totaling $200 million; and 
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8. National Guard accumulated a record 48,557 staff days of storm-related work.   
H. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
As a result of the plan update completed in July of 2010, this section was reviewed and analyzed 
by the ICC and subsequently updated to include the most recent information and statistics 























9. South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control  
Web site: (http://www.scdhec.net/news/releases/reports.htm) 
 
10. South Carolina Statistical Abstract, 2001 and other information on the South Carolina 
Office of Research and Statistics  
Web site: (http://www.ors2.state.sc.us/abstract/index.asp) 
 
11. South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control  
Web site: http://www.scdhec.gov/ocrm/HTML/plan.html 
 
12. Insight, Work of the Strom Thurmond Institute, Clemson University, Vol.  2/4 December 
1998.   
Web site:  http://www.strom.clemson.edu/insight/insight2-4.pdf  
http://www.strom.clemson.edu/publications/london/conversion.pdf 
 
13. FEMA’s list of federally declared disasters  
Web site http://www.fema.gov 
 
14. Cutter, S.L. et. al., 1999.  South Carolina Atlas of Environmental Risks and Hazards, 
Hazards Research Lab, Department of Geography, University of South Carolina Press. 
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15. Hurricane Tracks database of the Coastal Storm Center (CSC), National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)  
Web site: http://hurricane.csc.noaa.gov/hurricanes/index.htm 
 
16. Storm Event Database, National Climatic Data Center, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration  
Web site: http://www4.ncdc.noaa.gov/cgi-win/wwcgi.dll?wwEvent~Storms 
 
17. U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2003 
 
18. U.S. Census Bureau.  Selected Historical Decennial Census Population and Housing 
Counts, Table 2.  U.S. Census Bureau, Census 2000.  SF1, Table P1. 
 
19. U.S. Census Bureau, Population Division.  Population of Counties by Decennial Census: 
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IV. HAZARD IDENTIFICATION 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(2)(i): [The risk assessment shall include an] overview … of all natural hazards that can affect the 
State … 
The ICC pursued the following steps to identify hazards that may affect the state: 
1. Review of past State and Federal disaster designations 
2. Review of current Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) 
3. Review of available local hazard mitigation plans 
4. Review of recent risk assessment related research by State and Federal agencies, as well 
as University of South Carolina. 
 
As a result, the ICC determined that the State Hazard Mitigation Plan needed to address the risk 
associated with the following hazards: 
1. Hurricanes and Tropical Storms 
2. Tornadoes 
3. Coastal and Riverine Flooding 
4. Nuclear Power Plants 
5. Earthquakes 
6. Fires (structural and wildfire) 
7. Hazardous Materials (Transportation and fixed facility) 
8. Terrorism 
9. Transportation 
10. Civil Disturbance 
11. Dam Failure 
12. Severe Winter Weather 
13. Droughts 
14. Extreme Heat 
15. Thunderstorms and Lightning 
16. Infectious Disease Outbreaks or Other Public Health Emergencies 
 
Some of these hazards are interrelated (i.e., hurricanes can cause flooding and tornadoes), and 
some consist of hazardous elements that are not listed separately (i.e., severe thunderstorms can 
cause lightning; hurricanes can cause coastal erosion).  It should also be noted that some hazards, 
such as severe winter storms, may impact a large area yet cause little damage, while other 
hazards, such as a tornado, may impact a small area and cause extensive damage.  This section 
provides a general description for each of the hazards listed above along with their hazardous 
elements. 
 
A.  HURRICANES AND COASTAL STORMS 
Hurricanes, tropical storms, nor’easters, and typhoons are any closed circulation developing 
around a low-pressure center in which the winds rotate counter-clockwise in the Northern 
Hemisphere (or clockwise in the Southern Hemisphere) and whose diameter averages 10 to 30 
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miles across.  A tropical cyclone refers to any such 
circulation that develops over tropical waters.  
Tropical cyclones act as a “safety-valve,” limiting 
the continued build-up of heat and energy in 
tropical regions by maintaining the atmospheric 
heat and moisture balance between the tropics and 
the pole-ward latitudes.  The primary damaging 
forces associated with these storms are high-level 
sustained winds, heavy precipitation, and 
tornadoes.  Coastal areas are also vulnerable to the 
additional forces of storm surge, wind-driven 
waves, and tidal flooding which can be more 
destructive than cyclone wind. 
 
The key energy source for a tropical cyclone is the release of latent heat from the condensation 
of warm water.  Their formation requires a low-pressure disturbance, warm sea surface 
temperature, rotational force from the spinning of the earth, and the absence of wind shear in the 
lowest 50,000 feet of the atmosphere.  The majority of hurricanes and tropical storms form in the 
Atlantic Ocean, Caribbean Sea, and Gulf of Mexico during the official Atlantic hurricane season, 
which starts June 1st and ends November 30th..  The peak of the Atlantic hurricane season is in 
early to mid-September.  On average, approximately ten (10) storms are named and six (6) 
storms reach hurricane intensity per year in the southeast region. 
 
Figure 4.1 shows the chance that a tropical storm or hurricane will affect the any particular 
location sometime during the Atlantic hurricane season.  The figure, which was created by the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s Hurricane Research Division using data 
from 1944 to 1999, assesses the number of times a storm or hurricane was within approximately 
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FIGURE 4.1: ANNUAL EMPIRICAL PROBABILITY OF A NAMED STORM 
Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Hurricane Research Division 
 
As a hurricane develops, barometric pressure (measured in Millibars or inches) at its center falls 
and winds increase.  If the atmospheric and oceanic conditions are favorable, it can intensify into 
a tropical depression.  When maximum sustained winds reach or exceed 39 miles per hour, the 
system is designated a tropical storm, given a name, and is closely monitored by the National 
Hurricane Center in Miami, Florida.  When sustained winds reach or exceed 74 miles per hour 
the storm is deemed a hurricane.  Hurricane intensity is further classified by the Saffir-Simpson 
Scale (Table 4.1 below), which rates hurricane intensity on a scale of 1 to 5, with 5 being the 
most intense.   
 











Source: National Hurricane Center  
Note: In 2010, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) has de-coupled Central Barometric 
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The Saffir-Simpson Scale categorizes hurricane intensity based upon maximum sustained winds 
which are used to estimate potential damage.  Categories 3, 4, and 5 are classified as “major” 
hurricanes, and while hurricanes within this range comprise only 20 percent of total tropical 
cyclone landfalls, they account for over 70 percent of the damage in the United States.  Table 4.2 
describes the damage that could be expected for each category of hurricane. 
 
 
TABLE 4.2:  HURRICANE DAMAGE CLASSIFICATION 
CATEGORY  DAMAGE LEVEL  DESCRIPTION   
1   MINIMAL   
No real damage to building structures.  
Damage primarily to unanchored mobile 
homes, shrubbery, and trees.   
2   MODERATE   
Some roofing material, door, and window 
damage. Considerable damage to vegetation, 
mobile homes, etc.   
3   EXTENSIVE   
Some structural damage to small residences 
and utility buildings, with a minor amount of 
curtainwall failures. Mobile homes are 
destroyed.  Flooding near the coast destroys 
smaller structures with larger structures 
damaged by floating debris.   
4   EXTREME   
More extensive curtainwall failures with 
some complete roof structure failure on small 
residences.  Major erosion of beach areas.  
5   CATASTROPHIC   
Complete roof failure on many residences 
and industrial buildings. Some complete 
building failures with small utility buildings 
blown over or away.  .  Massive evacuation 
of residential areas may be required. 
Source: National Hurricane Center 
 
Storm Surge is water that is pushed toward the shore by the force of winds from a storm.  The 
advancing surge combines with the normal tides which can increase the normal water height over 
20 feet.  The storm surge arrives ahead of the storm’s actual landfall and the more intense the 
hurricane is, the sooner the surge arrives.  Water rise can be very rapid, posing a serious threat to 
those who have not yet evacuated flood-prone areas.  As the storm approaches shore, the greatest 
 49 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
storm surge will be to the north of the hurricane eye, in the right-front quadrant of the direction 
in which the hurricane is moving.  Such a surge of high water topped by waves driven by 
hurricane force winds can be devastating to coastal regions, causing severe beach erosion and 
property damage along the immediate coast.  Storm surge heights, and associated waves, are 
dependent upon the shape of the continental shelf (narrow or wide) and the depth of the ocean 
bottom (bathymetry).  A narrow shelf, or one that drops steeply from the shoreline and 
subsequently produces deep water close to the shoreline, tends to produce a lower surge but 
higher and more powerful storm waves. While disassociated with the Saffir-Simpson Scale, 
storm surge remains the leading killer of residents along immediate coastal areas. 
 
 Damage during hurricanes may also result from spawned tornadoes and inland flooding 
associated with heavy rainfall that usually accompanies these storms.  For example, Hurricane 
Floyd was at one time a Category 4 hurricane racing towards the east coast.  Communities 100 
miles inland from the coast were preparing for extremely damaging winds predicted to exceed 
100 miles per hour.  However, Floyd made landfall as a Category 2 hurricane and will be 
remembered for causing substantial inland flooding.   
 
Similar to hurricanes, nor’easters are ocean storms capable of causing substantial damage to 
coastal areas in the Eastern United States due to their associated strong winds and heavy surf.  
Nor'easters are named for the winds that blow in from the northeast and drive the storm up the 
East Coast along the Gulf Stream, a band of warm water that lies off the Atlantic coast.  They are 
caused by the interaction of the jet stream with horizontal temperature gradients and generally 
occur during the fall and winter months when moisture and cold air are plentiful. 
 
Nor’easters are known for dumping heavy amounts of rain and snow, producing hurricane-force 
winds, and creating high surf that cause severe beach erosion and coastal flooding.  There are 
two main components to a nor'easter:  (1) a Gulf Stream low-pressure system (counter-clockwise 
winds) generated off the southeastern U.S. coast, gathering warm air and moisture from the 
Atlantic, and pulled up the East Coast by strong northeasterly winds at the leading edge of the 
storm; and (2) an Arctic high-pressure system (clockwise winds) which meets the low-pressure 
system with cold, arctic air blowing down from Canada.  When the two systems collide, the 
moisture and cold air produce a mixture of precipitation and have the potential for creating 
dangerously high winds and heavy seas.  As the low-pressure system deepens, the intensity of 
the winds and waves increase and can cause serious damage to coastal areas as the storm moves 
to the northeast. 
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1 (Weak)  Minor changes  None  No  No  
2 (Moderate)  Modest; mostly 
 to lower beach  
Minor  No  Modest  





No  Loss of many  
structures  
at local level  








Loss of structures at 
community-scale  








Extensive at  
regional-scale;  
millions of dollars  
Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 
B. FLOOD 
Flooding is the most frequent and costly natural 
hazard in the United States, causing almost 4,000 
deaths since 1950.  Forty percent of all presidential 
disaster declarations have been from flooding alone 
and nearly 90 percent of presidential disaster 
declarations result from natural events in which 
flooding was a major component. 
 
Floods are generally the result of excessive 
precipitation and can be classified under two 
categories: general floods, which involve 
precipitation over a given river basin for a long 
period of time; and flash floods, which are the 
product of heavy localized precipitation in a short 
time period over a given location.  The severity of a 
flooding event is determined by the following: a combination of stream and river basin 
topography and physiography; precipitation and weather patterns; recent soil moisture 
conditions; and the removal of existing vegetation.  
 
General floods are usually long-term events that may last for several days.  The primary types of 
general flooding include riverine, coastal, and urban flooding.  Riverine flooding is a function of 
excessive precipitation levels and water runoff volumes within the watershed of a stream or 
river.  Coastal flooding is typically a result of storm surge, wind-driven waves, and heavy rainfall 
produced by hurricanes, tropical storms, nor’easters, and other large coastal storms.  Urban 
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flooding occurs where man-made development has obstructed the natural flow of water and 
decreased the ability of natural groundcover to absorb and retain surface water runoff. 
 
Most flash flooding is caused by slow-moving thunderstorms in a local area or by heavy rains 
associated with hurricanes and tropical storms.  However, flash flooding events can also occur 
from accelerated snow melt due to heavy rains, a dam or levee failure within minutes or hours of 
heavy amounts of rainfall, or from a sudden release of water held by an ice jam.  Although flash 
flooding occurs often along mountain streams, it is also common in urbanized areas where much 
of the ground is covered by impervious surfaces.  Flash flood waters move at very high speeds 
and “walls” of water can reach heights of 10 to 20 feet.  Flash flood waters and the 
accompanying debris can uproot trees, roll boulders, destroy buildings, and obliterate bridges 
and roads. 
 
The periodic flooding of lands adjacent to rivers, streams, and shorelines (land known as 
floodplain) is a natural and inevitable occurrence that can be expected to take place based upon 
established recurrence intervals.  The recurrence interval of a flood is defined as the average time 
interval, in years, expected between a flood event of a particular magnitude and an equal or 
larger flood.  Flood magnitude increases as the recurrence interval increases. 
 
Floodplains are designated by the frequency of the flood that is large enough to cover them.  For 
example, the 10-year floodplain will be covered by the 10-year flood and the 100-year floodplain 
by the 100-year flood.  Flood frequencies such as the 100-year flood are determined by plotting a 
graph of the size of all known floods for an area and determining how often floods of a particular 
size occur.  Another way of expressing the flood frequency is the chance of occurrence in a given 
year, which is the percentage of the probability of flooding each year.  For example, a 10 year 
flood has a 10 percent probability of occurring in any given year, a 50 year event has a 2% 
probability, a 100 year event a 1% probability, and a 500 year event a 0.2% probability.  While 
unlikely, it is possible to have two 100 or even 500 year floods within years or months of each 
other.   
 
According to FloodSmart.gov, the average annual U.S. flood losses over the past 10 years ('96-
'05) was more than $2.4 billion. Since 1978, the NFIP has paid $31.4 billion for flood insurance 
claims and related costs (as of 3/31/06) with nearly $16 billion flood claims filed in 2005. 
    
C. SEVERE THUNDERSTORMS, TORNADOES AND LIGHTNING 
According to the National Weather Service, more than 100,000 thunderstorms occur each year, 
though only about 10 percent of these storms are classified as “severe.”  Although thunderstorms 
generally affect a small area when they occur, they are very dangerous because of their ability to 
generate tornadoes, hailstorms, strong winds, flash flooding, and damaging lightning.  While 
thunderstorms can occur in all regions of the United States, they are most common in the central 
and southern States because atmospheric conditions in those regions are most ideal for 
generating these powerful storms. 
 
Thunderstorms are caused when air masses of varying temperatures meet.  Rapidly rising warm 
moist air serves as the “engine” for thunderstorms.  These storms can occur singularly, in lines, 
or in clusters.  They can move through an area very quickly or linger for several hours. 
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Lightning is a discharge of electrical energy resulting 
from the buildup of positive and negative charges 
within a thunderstorm, creating a “bolt” when the 
buildup of charges becomes strong enough.  This flash 
of light usually occurs within the clouds or between the 
clouds and the ground.  A bolt of lightning can reach 
temperatures approaching 50,000 degrees Fahrenheit.  
Lightning rapidly heats the sky as it flashes but the 
surrounding air cools following the bolt.  This rapid 
heating and cooling of the surrounding air causes 
thunder.  On average, 90 people are killed each year by 
lightning strikes in the United States. 
 
The National Weather Service collected data for thunder days, number and duration of thunder 
events, and lightning strike density for the 30-year period from 1948 to 1977.  A series of maps 
was generated showing the annual average thunder event duration, the annual average number of 
thunder events, and the mean annual density of lightning strikes.   
 
Figure 4.2 illustrates thunderstorm hazard severity based on the annual average number of 
thunderstorm events from 1948 to 1977.
 
FIGURE 4.2: AVERAGE ANNUAL NUMBER OF THUNDERSTORM DAYS 
 
Source: National Weather Service 
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A tornado is a violent windstorm characterized by a twisting, funnel-shaped cloud extending to 
the ground.  Tornadoes are most often generated by thunderstorm activity (but sometimes result 
from hurricanes and other coastal storms) when cool, dry air intersects and overrides a layer of 
warm, moist air forcing the warm air to rise rapidly.  The damage caused by a tornado is a result 
of the high wind velocity and wind-blown debris.  In addition, lightning or large hail often 
accompanies tornadoes.  According to the National Weather Service, tornado wind speeds 
normally range from 40 to more than 300 miles per hour.  The most violent tornadoes have 
rotating winds of 250 miles per hour or more and are capable of causing extreme destruction and 
turning normally harmless objects into deadly missiles. 
 
On average each year, over 800 tornadoes are 
reported nationwide, resulting in an average of 80 
deaths and 1,500 injuries (NOAA, 2002).  They are 
more likely to occur during the spring and early 
summer months of March through June.  Tornadoes 
can occur at any time of day, but are likely to form in 
the late afternoon and early evening.  Most tornadoes 
are a few dozen yards wide and touch down briefly, 
but even small short-lived tornadoes can inflict 
tremendous damage.  Highly destructive tornadoes 
may carve a path over a mile wide and several miles 
long. 
 
Waterspouts are weak tornadoes that form over warm 
water and are most common along the Gulf Coast and southeastern States.  Waterspouts 
occasionally move inland, becoming tornadoes that cause damage and injury.  However, most 
waterspouts dissipate over the open water causing threats only to marine and boating interests.  
Typically a waterspout is weak and short-lived, and because they are so common, most go 
unreported unless they cause damage. 
 
The destruction caused by tornadoes ranges from light to inconceivable depending on the 
intensity, size, and duration of the storm.  Typically, tornadoes cause the greatest damages to 
structures of light construction such as residential homes (particularly mobile homes), and their 
impacts tend to remain localized.  The Enhanced Fujita Scale for Tornadoes was developed to 
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SPEED TYPE OF DAMAGE DONE 
EF0 65 - 85  
mph 
Minor damage.  Peels surface off some roofs; some damage to gutters 
or siding; branches broken off trees; shallow-rooted trees push over.   
EF1 86 – 110 
mph 
Moderate damage.  Roofs severely stripped; mobile homes overturned 
or badly damaged; loss of exterior doors; windows and other glass 
broken. 
EF2 111 – 135  
mph 
Considerable damage.  Roofs torn off well-constructed houses; 
foundations of frame houses shifted; mobile homes completely 
destroyed; large trees snapped or uprooted; light-object missiles 
generated; cars lifted off ground.  
EF3 136 – 165 
mph 
Severe damage.  Entire stories of well-constructed houses destroyed; 
severe damage to large buildings such as shopping malls; trains 
overturned; trees debarked; heavy cars lifted off the ground and 
thrown; structures with weak foundations blown away some distance. 
EF4 166 – 200 
mph 
Devastating damage.  Well-constructed houses and whole frame houses 
completely leveled; cars thrown and small missiles generated. 
EF5 >200 mph 
Extreme damage.  Strong frame houses leveled off foundations and 
swept away; automobile-sized missiles fly through the air in excess of 
100 m; steel reinforced concrete structure badly damaged; high-rise 
buildings have significant structural deformation. 
Source: NOAA 
According to the NOAA Storm Prediction Center (SPC), the highest concentration of tornadoes 
in the United States has been in Oklahoma, Texas, Kansas and Florida respectively.  Although 
the Great Plains region of the Central United States does favor the development of the largest 
and most dangerous tornadoes (earning the designation of “tornado alley”), Florida experiences 
the greatest number of tornadoes per square mile of all U.S. States (SPC, 2002).  Figure 4.3 
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FIGURE 4.3:  TORNADO ACTIVITY IN THE UNITED STATES 
 
Source: American Society of Civil Engineers 
 
The majority of tornado events occur in the spring between the months of April and July.  The 
tornadoes associated with tropical cyclones are most frequent in September and October when 
the incidence of tropical storm systems are greatest.  This type of tornado usually occurs around 
the perimeter of the storm, and most often to the right and ahead of the storm path or the storm 
center as it comes ashore.  These tornadoes commonly occur as part of large outbreaks and 
generally move in an easterly direction. 
 
Figure 4.4 shows how the frequency and strength of extreme windstorms vary across the United 
States.  The map was produced by the Federal Emergency Management Agency and is based on 
40 years of tornado history and over 100 years of hurricane history.  Zone IV, the darkest area on 
the map, has experienced both the greatest number of tornadoes and the strongest tornadoes.  As 
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FIGURE 4.4: WIND ZONES IN THE UNITED STATES 
 
Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 
D. WILDFIRE 
A wildfire is any fire occurring in a wildland area (i.e., grassland, forest, brush land) except for 
fire under prescription.16  Wildfires are part of the natural management of the Earth’s 
ecosystems, but may also be caused by natural or human factors.  Over 80 percent of forest fires 
are started by negligent human behavior such as smoking in wooded areas or improperly 
extinguishing campfires.  The second most common cause for wildfire is lightning. 
 
There are three classes of wild fires: surface fire, ground 
fire, and crown fire.  A surface fire is the most common 
of these three classes and burns along the floor of a 
forest, moving slowly and killing or damaging trees.  A 
ground fire (muck fire) is usually started by lightning or 
human carelessness and burns on or below the forest 
floor.  Crown fires spread rapidly by wind and move 
quickly by jumping along the tops of trees.   
 
                                                 
15 Land management agencies may utilize prescription burning, or “controlled burns,” which is the process 
of igniting fires under selected conditions, to reduce fuel loads. 
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State and local governments can impose fire safety regulations on home sites and developments 
to help curb wildfire events.  Land treatment measures such as fire access roads, water storage, 
helipads, safety zones, buffers, firebreaks, and fuel breaks can be designed as part of an overall 
fire defense system.  Fuel management, prescribed burning, and cooperative land management 
planning can also be encouraged to reduce fire hazards. 
 
Fire probability depends on local weather conditions, the prevalence of outdoor activities such as 
camping, debris burning, and construction, and the degree of public cooperation and support of 
fire prevention measures.  Drought conditions and other natural disasters (tornadoes, hurricanes, 
etc.) increase the probability of wildfires by producing additional fuel loads in both urban and 
rural settings.  Forest damage from hurricanes and tornadoes may block interior access roads and 
fire breaks, pull down overhead power lines, and damage pavement and underground utilities. 
 
Many individual homes and cabins, subdivisions, resorts, recreational areas, organizational 
camps, businesses, and industries are located within high fire hazard areas.  The increasing 
demand for outdoor recreation places more people in wildlands during holidays, weekends, and 
vacation periods.  Unfortunately, wildland residents and visitors are rarely educated or prepared 
for the inferno that can sweep through the brush and timber and destroy property in minutes. 
 
E. DROUGHT/EXTREME HEAT  
Drought is a natural climatic condition caused by an extended period of limited rainfall beyond 
that which occurs naturally in a broad geographic area.  High temperatures, high winds, and low 
humidity can worsen drought conditions, and can make areas more susceptible to wildfire.  
Human demands and actions can also hasten drought-related impacts. 
 




3. Hydrological, and 
4. Socio-economic. 
 
Meteorological droughts are typically defined by 
the level of “dryness” when compared to an 
average, or normal amount of precipitation over a 
given period of time.  Agricultural droughts relate 
common characteristics of drought to their specific 
agricultural-related impacts.  Emphasis tends to be 
placed on factors such as soil water deficits, water 
needs based on differing stages of crop 
development, and water reservoir levels.  
Hydrological drought is directly related to the 
effect of precipitation shortfalls on surface and 
groundwater supplies.  Human factors, particularly 
changes in land use, can alter the hydrologic 
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characteristics of a basin.  Socio-economic drought is the result of water shortages that limit the 
ability to supply water-dependent products in the marketplace. 
 
While drought primarily impacts land and water resources, extreme heat can pose a significant 
risk to humans.  Extreme heat can be defined as temperatures that hover 10 degrees or more 
above the average high temperature for the region, last for prolonged periods of time, and are 
often accompanied by high humidity.  Under normal conditions, the human body’s internal 
thermostat produces perspiration that evaporates and cools the body.  However, in extreme heat 
and high humidity, evaporation is slowed and the body must work much harder to maintain a 
normal temperature.  Elderly persons, young children, persons with respiratory difficulties, and 
those who are sick or overweight are more likely to become victims of extreme heat.  Because 
men perspire more than women, they are more susceptible to heat-related illness because they 
become more quickly dehydrated.  Studies have shown that a significant rise in heat-related 
illness occurs when excessive heat persists for more than two days.  Spending at least two hours 
per day in air conditioning can significantly reduce the number of heat-related illnesses. 
 
Extreme heat in urban areas can create health concerns when stagnant atmospheric conditions 
trap pollutants, thus adding unhealthy air to excessively hot temperatures.  In addition, the 
“urban heat island effect” can produce significantly higher nighttime temperatures because 
asphalt and concrete (which store heat longer) gradually release heat at night. 
 
Figure 4.5 shows a U.S. Drought Monitor summary map from the United States Department of 
Agriculture for December 8, 2009.  Drought Monitor summary maps identify general drought 
areas and label droughts by intensity, with D1 being the least intense and D4 being the most 
intense.  Weekly-updated maps may be obtained online from The Drought Monitor Web site, 
maintained by the National Drought Mitigation Center, located at the following Web address: 
http://drought.unl.edu/dm. 
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FIGURE 4.5:  U.S. DROUGHT MONITOR 
 
Source: South East Regional Climate Center 
 
F. HAIL 
Hailstorms are an outgrowth of severe thunderstorms.  
Early in the developmental stages of a hailstorm, ice 
crystals form within a low-pressure front due to the rapid 
rising of warm air into the upper atmosphere and the 
subsequent cooling of the air mass.  Frozen droplets 
gradually accumulate on the ice crystals until, having 
developed sufficient weight, they fall as precipitation—
as balls or irregularly shaped masses of ice greater than 
0.75 in. (1.91 cm) in diameter.  The size of hailstones is 
a direct function of the size and severity of the storm.  
High velocity updraft winds are required to keep hail in 
suspension in thunderclouds.  The strength of the updraft 
is a function of the intensity of heating at the Earth’s 
surface.  Higher temperature gradients relative to elevation above the surface result in increased 
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FIGURE 4.6: ANNUAL FREQUENCY OF HAILSTORMS IN THE UNITED STATES 
 
 
Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 
G. WINTER STORMS AND FREEZES 
A winter storm can range from a moderate snow over a period of a few hours to blizzard 
conditions with blinding wind-driven snow that lasts for several days.  Some winter storms may 
be large enough to affect several States, while others may affect only a single community.  Many 
winter storms are accompanied by low temperatures and heavy and/or blowing snow, which can 
severely impair visibility. 
 
Winter storms may include snow, sleet, freezing rain, 
or a mix of these wintry forms of precipitation.  
Sleet—raindrops that freeze into ice pellets before 
reaching the ground—usually bounce when hitting a 
surface and do not stick to objects; however, sleet can 
accumulate like snow and cause a hazard to motorists.  
Freezing rain is rain that falls onto a surface with a 
temperature below freezing, forming a glaze of ice.  
Even small accumulations of ice can cause a 
significant hazard, especially on power lines and 
trees.  An ice storm occurs when freezing rain falls 
and freezes immediately upon impact.  
Communications and power can be disrupted for days, and even small accumulations of ice may 
cause extreme hazards to motorists and pedestrians. 
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A freeze is weather marked by low temperatures below the freezing point (zero degrees Celsius 
or thirty-two degrees Fahrenheit).  Agricultural production can be seriously affected when 
temperatures remain below the freezing point for an extended period of time, particularly in 
areas when vulnerable crops or livestock are located. 
 
H. EROSION 
Erosion is the gradual breakdown and movement of land due to both physical and chemical 
processes of water, wind, and general meteorological conditions.  Natural, or geologic, erosion 
has occurred since the Earth’s formation and continues at a very slow and uniform rate each 
year. 
 
There are two types of soil erosion: wind erosion and water erosion.  Wind erosion can cause 
significant soil loss.  Winds blowing across sparsely vegetated or disturbed land can pick up soil 
particles and carry them through the air, thus displacing them.  Water erosion can occur over 
land or in streams and channels.  Water erosion that takes place over land may result from 
raindrops, shallow sheets of water flowing off the land, or shallow surface flow, which is 
concentrated in low spots.  Stream channel erosion may occur as the volume and velocity of 
water flow increases enough to cause the movement of the streambed and bank soils.  Major 
storms such as hurricanes may cause significant coastal erosion from the combination of high 
winds and heavy surf or storm surge. 
 
An area’s potential for erosion is determined by four factors: soil characteristics, vegetative 
cover, climate or rainfall, and topography.  Soils composed of a large percentage of silt and fine 
sand are most susceptible to erosion.  As the clay and organic content of these soils increase, the 
potential for erosion decreases.  Well-drained and well-graded gravels and gravel-sand mixtures 
are the least likely to erode.  Coarse gravel soils are highly permeable and have a good capacity 
for absorption, which can prevent or delay the amount of surface runoff.  Vegetative cover can 
reduce erosion by shielding the soil surface from falling rain, absorbing water from the soil, and 
slowing the velocity of runoff.  Runoff is also affected by the topography of the area including 
size, shape and slope.  The greater the slope length and gradient, the more potential an area has 
for erosion.  Climate can affect the amount of runoff, especially the frequency, intensity and 
duration of rainfall and storms.  When rainstorms are frequent, intense, or of long duration, 
erosion risks increase.  Seasonal changes in temperature and rainfall amounts define the period 
of highest erosion risk. 
 
During the past 20 years, the importance of erosion control has gained the increased attention of 
the public.  Implementation of erosion control measures consistent with sound agricultural and 
construction operations is needed to minimize the adverse effects associated with increasing 
settling of the soil particles due to water or wind.  The increase in government regulatory 
programs and public concern has resulted in a wide range of erosion control products, 
techniques, and analytical methods in the United States.   
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I. DAM/LEVEE FAILURE  
Worldwide interest in dam and levee safety has risen significantly in 
recent years.  Aging infrastructure, new hydrologic information, and 
population growth in floodplain areas downstream from dams and near 
levees have resulted in an increased emphasis on safety, and sound 
operational practices, including regular maintenance procedures. 
 
There are about 80,000 dams in the United States today, the majority of 
which are privately owned.  Other owners include State and local 
authorities, public utilities, and federal agencies.  The benefits of dams 
are numerous: they provide water for drinking, navigation, and 
agricultural irrigation.  Dams also provide hydroelectric power, create 
lakes for fishing and recreation, and save lives by preventing or 
reducing floods. 
 
Though dams have many benefits, they also can pose a risk to 
communities if not designed, operated, and maintained properly.  In the 
event of a dam failure, the energy of the water stored behind even a 
small dam is capable of causing loss of life and great property damage 
if development exists downstream.  If a levee breaks, scores of 
properties may be quickly submerged in floodwaters and residents may 
become trapped by this rapidly rising water.  The failure of dams and 
levees has the potential to place large numbers of people and great amounts of property in harm’s 
way. 
 
J. EARTHQUAKES, SINKHOLES AND LANDSLIDES 
An earthquake is ground motion produced by the 
sudden displacement of rock in the Earth's crust.  
Earthquakes result from crustal strain, volcanism, 
landslides, or the collapse of caverns below the 
surface.  Earthquakes can affect hundreds of 
thousands of square miles; cause damage to property 
measured in the tens of billions of dollars; result in 
the loss of life and injury to thousands of people; 
and disrupt the social and economic functioning of 
the affected area. 
 
Most property damage and earthquake-related deaths are caused by the failure and collapse of 
structures due to ground shaking.  The level of damage depends upon the amplitude and duration 
of the shaking, which are directly related to the earthquake size, distance from the fault, site and 
regional geology.  Other damaging earthquake effects include landslides, the down-slope 
movement of soil and rock (in mountain regions and along hillsides), and liquefaction, in which 
ground soil loses the ability to resist shear and flows much like quick sand.  In the case of 
liquefaction, anything relying on the substrata for support can shift, tilt, rupture, or collapse. 
 
Most earthquakes are caused by the release of stresses accumulated as a result of the rupture of 
rocks along opposing fault planes in the Earth’s outer crust.  These fault planes are typically 
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found along borders of the Earth's ten tectonic plates.  These plate borders generally follow the 
outlines of the continents.  While the North American plate follows the continental border with 
the Pacific Ocean in the west, it is aligned with the mid-Atlantic trench in the east.  As 
earthquakes occurring in the mid-Atlantic trench usually pose little danger to humans, the 
greatest earthquake threat in North America is along the Pacific Coast.  On the east coast, South 
Carolina has the greatest seismic threat.  Faults exist throughout the state, but particularly in 
Charleston and the surrounding counties.  In August of 1886, an estimated 7.3M earthquake 
occurred in Summerville, SC just north west of Charleston.  This event, causing millions of 
dollars in property damage, was felt as far north as Canada and as far south as Cuba.  Another 
major earthquake in this location would have immense consequences for the state. 
 
The areas of greatest tectonic instability occur at the perimeters of the slowly moving plates, as 
these locations are subjected to the greatest strains from plates traveling in opposite directions 
and at different speeds.  Deformation along plate boundaries causes strain in the rock and the 
consequent buildup of stored energy.  When the built-up stress exceeds the rocks' strength, a 
rupture occurs.  The rock on both sides of the fracture is snapped, releasing the stored energy and 
producing seismic waves, generating an earthquake. 
 
Earthquakes are measured in terms of their magnitude and intensity.  Magnitude is measured 
using the Richter Scale, an open-ended logarithmic scale that describes the energy release of an 
earthquake through a measure of shock wave amplitude (see Table 4.5).  Each unit increase in 
magnitude on the Richter Scale corresponds to a ten-fold increase in wave amplitude, or a 32-
fold increase in energy.  Intensity is most commonly measured using the Modified Mercalli 
Intensity (MMI) Scale based on direct and indirect measurements of seismic effects.  The scale 
levels are typically described using roman numerals, with a I corresponding to imperceptible 
(instrumental) events, IV corresponding to moderate (felt by people awake), to XII for 
catastrophic (total destruction).  A detailed description of the Modified Mercalli Intensity Scale 
of earthquake intensity and its correspondence to the Richter Scale is provided in Table 4.6. 
 

















Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 
 
RICHTER MAGNITUDES EARTHQUAKE EFFECTS 
Less than 3.5 Generally not felt, but recorded. 
3.5-5.4 Often felt, but rarely causes damage. 
Under 6.0 At most slight damage to well-designed buildings.  Can 
cause major damage to poorly constructed buildings over 
small regions. 
6.1-6.9 Can be destructive in areas up to 100 kilometers across 
where people live. 
7.0-7.9 Major earthquake.  Can cause serious damage over larger 
areas. 
8 or greater Great earthquake.  Can cause serious damage in areas 
several hundred kilometers across. 
 64 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
TABLE 4.6:  MODIFIED MERCALLI INTENSITY SCALE FOR EARTHQUAKES 




I Instrumental Detected only on seismographs  
II Feeble Some people feel it <4.2 
III Slight Felt by people resting; like a truck rumbling by  
IV Moderate Felt by people walking  
V Slightly Strong Sleepers awake; church bells ring <4.8 
VI Strong Trees sway; suspended objects swing, objects fall 
off shelves <5.4 
VII Very Strong Mild Alarm; walls crack; plaster falls <6.1 
VIII Destructive Moving cars uncontrollable; masonry fractures, poorly constructed buildings damaged  
IX Ruinous Some houses collapse; ground cracks; pipes break 
open <6.9 
X Disastrous Ground cracks profusely; many buildings destroyed; liquefaction and landslides widespread <7.3 
XI Very Disastrous 
Most buildings and bridges collapse; roads, 
railways, pipes and cables destroyed; general 
triggering of other hazards 
<8.1 
XII Catastrophic Total destruction; trees fall; ground rises and falls in waves >8.1 
Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 
 
Figure 4.7 shows the probability that ground motion will reach a certain level during an 
earthquake.  The data show peak horizontal ground acceleration (the fastest measured change in 
speed, for a particle at ground level that is moving horizontally due to an earthquake) with a 10 
percent probability of exceedance in 50 years.  The map was compiled by the U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) Geologic Hazards Team, which conducts global investigations of earthquake, 
geomagnetic, and landslide hazards. 
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FIGURE 4.7:  PEAK ACCELERATION WITH 10 PERCENT PROBABILITY OF 
EXCEEDANCE IN 50 YEARS 
 
Source: United States Geological Survey 
 
K. SINKHOLES 
Sinkholes are a natural and common geologic feature in areas with underlying limestone and 
other rock types that are soluble in natural water.  Most limestone is porous, allowing the acidic 
water of rain to percolate through their strata, dissolving some limestone and carrying it away in 
solution.  Over time, this persistent erosional process can create extensive underground voids and 
drainage systems in much of the carbonate rocks.  Collapse of overlying sediments into the 
underground cavities produces sinkholes. 
 
The three general types of sinkholes are:  subsidence, solution, and collapse.  Collapse sinkholes 
are most common in areas where the overburden (the sediments and water contained in the 
unsaturated zone, surficial aquifer system, and the confining layer above an aquifer) is thick, but 
the confining layer is breached or absent.  Collapse sinkholes can form with little warning and 
leave behind a deep, steep sided hole.  Subsidence sinkholes form gradually where the 
overburden is thin and only a veneer of sediments is overlying the limestone.  Solution sinkholes 
form where no overburden is present and the limestone is exposed at the surface. 
 
Sinkholes occur in many shapes, from steep-walled holes to bowl or cone shaped depressions.  
Sinkholes may result in dramatic, rapidly occurring change because the land generally stays 
intact until the underground spaces get too big.  If there is not enough support for the soil above 
the spaces, then a sudden collapse of the land surface can occur.  Under natural conditions, 
sinkholes form slowly and expand gradually.  However, human activities such as dredging, 
constructing reservoirs, diverting surface water, and pumping groundwater can accelerate the 
rate of sinkhole expansions, resulting in the abrupt formation of collapse sinkholes. 
 
Although a sinkhole can form without warning, specific signs can signal potential development: 
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1. Slumping or falling fence posts, trees, or foundations; 
2. Sudden formation of small ponds; 
3. Wilting vegetation; 
4. Discolored well water; and/or 
5. Structural cracks in walls, floors. 
 
Sinkhole formation is aggravated and accelerated by urbanization.  Development increases water 
usage, alters drainage pathways, overloads the ground surface, and redistributes soil.  According 
to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), the number of human-induced 
sinkholes has doubled since 1930.  Insurance claims for damages as a result of sinkholes has 
increased 1,200 percent from 1987 to 1991, costing nearly $100 million. 
 
L. LANDSLIDES 
A landslide is the downward and outward movement of slope-
forming soil, rock, and vegetation, which is driven by gravity.  
Landslides may be triggered by both natural and human-caused 
changes in the environment, including heavy rain, rapid snow melt, 
steepening of slopes due to construction or erosion, earthquakes, 
volcanic eruptions, and changes in groundwater levels. 
 
Landslides include the following types: rock falls, rock topple, 
slides, and flows.  Rock falls are rapid movements of bedrock, 
which result in bouncing or rolling.  A topple is a section or block 
of rock that rotates or tilts before falling to the slope below.  Slides 
are movements of soil or rock along a distinct surface of rupture, 
which separates the slide material from the more stable underlying 
material.  Mudflows, sometimes referred to as mudslides, 
mudflows, lahars or debris avalanches, are fast-moving rivers of 
rock, earth, and other debris saturated with water.  They develop 
when water rapidly accumulates in the ground, following heavy 
rainfall or rapid snowmelt, changing the soil into a flowing river of mud or "slurry."  Slurry can 
flow rapidly down slopes or through channels, and can strike with little or no warning.  Slurry 
can travel several miles from its source, growing in size as it picks up trees, cars, and other 
materials along its path.  As the flows reach flatter ground, the mudflow spreads over a broad 
area where it can accumulate in thick deposits. 
 
Landslides are typically associated with periods of heavy rainfall or rapid snow melt and tend to 
worsen the effects of flooding that often accompany these events.  In areas burned by forest and 
brush fires, a lower threshold of precipitation may initiate landslides.  Some landslides move 
slowly and cause damage gradually, whereas others move so rapidly that they can destroy 
property and take lives suddenly and unexpectedly. 
 
Areas that are generally prone to landslide hazards include previous landslide areas; the bases of 
steep slopes; the bases of drainage channels; and developed hillsides where leach-field septic 
systems are used.  Areas that are typically considered safe from landslides include areas that 
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have not moved in the past; relatively flat areas away from sudden changes in slope; and areas at 
the top or along ridges, set back from the tops of slopes. 
 
In the United States, it is estimated that landslides cause up to $2 billion in damages and from 25 
to 50 deaths annually.  Globally, landslides cause billions of dollars in damage and thousands of 
deaths and injuries each year. 
 
Figure 4.8 delineates areas where large numbers of landslides have occurred and areas which are 
susceptible to landsliding in the conterminous United States.  This map layer is provided in the 
U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1183, Landslide Overview Map of the Conterminous 
United States, available online at http://landslides.usgs.gov/. 
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FIGURE 4.8 
LANDSLIDE OVERVIEW MAP OF THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES 
 
Source: U.S. Geological Survey 
 
M. TSUNAMI  
The word tsunami is Japanese and means “harbor wave.”  A tsunami is a series of great waves 
that are created by undersea disturbances such as earthquakes, landslides, or volcanic eruptions.  
From the area of disturbance, tsunami waves will travel outward in all directions.  Tsunamis can 
originate hundreds or even thousands of miles away from coastal areas. 
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The time between wave crests may be five to 90 minutes and 
the open ocean wave speed may average 450 miles per hour.  
As tsunami waves approach shallow coastal waters, they 
appear normal in size and the speed decreases until the 
waves near the shoreline, where it may grow to great height 
and crash into the shore.  Areas at greatest risk are less than 
50 feet above sea level and within one mile of the shoreline.  
Rapid changes in the ocean water level may indicate that a 
tsunami is approaching.  Most deaths during a tsunami are 
the result of drowning.  Associated risks include flooding, 
polluted water supplies, and damaged gas lines. 
 
In the United States, tsunamis have historically affected the West Coast (Figure 4.9), but the 
threat of tsunami inundation is also possible on the Atlantic Coast.  Tsunamis have been recorded 
on the U.S. Atlantic Coast in 1755, 1884, 1886, and 1929.  The majority of tsunamis in the 
Atlantic Ocean and Caribbean Sea were triggered by either earthquake activity or were the result 
of volcanic eruptions.  The majority of these resulted in localized damage and death, but nothing 
on a regionally catastrophic scale outside of the Caribbean. 
 
The Tsunami Warning Center at Palmer, Alaska, also known as the West Coast/Alaska Tsunami 
Warning Center (WC/ATWC), is responsible for the preparation and dissemination of Tsunami 
Warning, Watch, Advisory, and Information products for the coastal regions of Canada and all 
the States except Hawaii.  These regions are defined as the WC/ATWC’s AOR.  The 
WC/ATWC has the primary responsibility for the detection and parameterization of potentially 
tsunamigenic earthquakes occurring within or immediately adjacent to its AOR and events 
within the Atlantic Basin north of the Tropic of Cancer. 
 
The Tsunami Warning Center uses earthquake information, tide gauges, and DART (Deep-ocean 
Assessment and Reporting of Tsunamis) buoys.  Currently NOAA has deployed 15 of these 
buoys, with plans to deploy another 24 by the end of 2008.  Three DART buoys are located in 
the Atlantic Ocean.  One DART buoy is in the Gulf of Mexico, and another is in the Caribbean 
Sea.  NOAA plans to deploy two additional DART buoys in the Atlantic.  The DARTs (or 
tsunameters) have been strategically deployed near regions to ensure accurate measurement of 
the waves as they propagate towards threatened U.S. coastal communities.  The data captured by 
DART buoys are critical to monitoring tsunami waves and predicting the timing and magnitude 
of the waves as they approach and impact the coast of South Carolina. 
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FIGURE 4.9 PRIMARY TSUNAMI HAZARD AREAS 
 
Source: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
 
N. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (HAZMAT) INCIDENT: FIXED AND MOBILE 
Hazardous materials can be found in many forms and quantities that can potentially cause death, 
serious injury, long-lasting health effects and damage to buildings, homes and other property in 
varying degrees.  Such materials are routinely used and stored in many homes and businesses 
and are also shipped daily on the nation’s highways, railroads, waterways and pipelines.  This 
subsection on the hazardous material hazard is intended to provide a general overview of the 
hazard, and the threshold for identifying fixed and mobile sources of hazardous materials is 
limited to general information on rail, highway and FEMA-identified fixed HAZMAT sites 
determined to be of greatest significance as appropriate for the purposes of this plan. 
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Hazardous material (HAZMAT) incidents can 
apply to fixed facilities as well as mobile, 
transportation-related accidents in the air, by rail, 
on the Nation’s highways and on the water.  
Approximately 6,774 HAZMAT events occur each 
year, 5,517 of which are highway incidents, 991 are 
railroad incidents and 266 are due to other causes 
(FEMA, 1997).  In essence, HAZMAT incidents 
consist of solid, liquid and/or gaseous contaminants 
that are released from fixed or mobile containers, 
whether by accident or by design as with an 
intentional terrorist attack.  A HAZMAT incident 
can last hours to days, while some chemicals can 
be corrosive or otherwise damaging over longer periods of time.  In addition to the primary 
release, explosions and/or fires can result from a release, and contaminants can be extended 
beyond the initial area by persons, vehicles, water, wind and possibly wildlife as well. 
 
HAZMAT incidents can also occur as a result of or in tandem with natural hazard events, such as 
floods, hurricanes, tornadoes and earthquakes. Multiple hazard events can hinder response 
efforts.  In the case of Hurricane Floyd in September 1999, communities along the Eastern 
United States were faced with flooded junkyards, disturbed cemeteries, deceased livestock, 
floating propane tanks, uncontrolled fertilizer spills, and a variety of other environmental 
pollutants that caused widespread toxicological concern. 
 
Hazardous material incidents can include the spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, 
emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping or disposing into the environment 
of a hazardous material, but exclude: (1) any release which results in exposure to poisons solely 
within the workplace with respect to claims which such persons may assert against the employer 
of such persons; (2) emissions from the engine exhaust of a motor vehicle, rolling stock, aircraft, 
vessel or pipeline pumping station engine; (3) release of source, byproduct, or special nuclear 
material from a nuclear incident; and (4) the normal application of fertilizer. 
 
O. CHEMICAL THREATS 
Chemical agents are compounds with unique chemical properties that can produce lethal or 
damaging effects in humans, animals and plants.  Chemical agents can exist as solids, liquids or 
gases depending on temperature and pressure.  Most chemical agents are liquid and can be 
introduced into an unprotected population relatively easily using aerosol generators, explosive 
devices, breaking containers or other forms of covert dissemination.  Dispersed as an aerosol, 
chemical agents have their greatest potential for inflicting mass casualties. 
 
There are two categories of chemical agents: lethal and incapacitating.  The lethal chemicals are 
subdivided into industrial and warfare.  Chemical agents can have an immediate effect (a few 
seconds to a few minutes) or a delayed effect (several hours to several days).  While potentially 
lethal, chemical agents are difficult to deliver in lethal concentrations.  Outdoors, the agents often 
dissipate rapidly.  Chemical agents are also difficult to produce.  There are six types of agents: 
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1. Lung-damaging (pulmonary) agents such as phosgene;  
2. Blood agents such as cyanide; 
3. Vesicants or blister agents such as mustard; 
4. Nerve agents such as GA (tabun), GB (sarin), GD (soman), GF, and VX; 
5. Incapacitating agents such as BZ; and 
6. Riot-control agents (similar to MACE). 
 
P. TERRORISM 
Information in this subsection borrows heavily from the FEMA State and Local Mitigation 
Planning How-to Guide: Integrating Manmade Hazards Into Hazard Mitigation Planning.  For 
the sake of brevity and consistency with other subsections of this hazard identification, each 
individual element of terrorism is introduced in relatively abbreviated format.  For additional 
information, refer to Jane’s Chem-Bio Handbook and FEMA’s Radiological Emergency 
Management Independent Study Course. 
 
Armed Attack 




Arson/incendiary attack refers to the initiation of fire or explosion on or near a target 
either by direct contact or remotely via projectile. 
 
Agriterrorism 
Agriterrorism is the direct, typically covert contamination of food supplies or the 
introduction of pests and/or disease agents to crops and livestock. 
 
Biological Agent 
Liquid or solid contaminants can be dispersed using sprayers/aerosol generators or by 
point or line sources such as munitions, covert deposits and moving sprayers. 
 
Chemical Agent 
Liquid/aerosol contaminants can be dispersed using sprayers or other aerosol generators; 
liquids vaporizing from puddles or containers; or munitions. 
 
Conventional Bomb/Improvised Explosive Device 
This refers to the intentional detonation of an explosive device on or near a target with 
the mode of delivery being via person, vehicle or projectile. 
 
Cyber-terrorism 
Cyber-terrorism refers to electronic attack using one computer system against another. 
 
Intentional Hazardous Material Release 
Solid, liquid and/or gaseous contaminants may be intentionally released from either fixed 
or mobile containers. 
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Q. PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCIES  
 
Public Health Emergencies have been included in this plan because of the overlapping concerns 
on hazard vulnerability between state emergency management officials and state public health 
officials.   
 
The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control’s Hazard Vulnerability 
Analysis (revised in 2006) evaluates the following hazards as public health emergencies: 
 
1. Biological Disease Outbreak – Pandemic Influenza 
2. Natural Disaster – Major Earthquake 
3. Nuclear Detonation – 10-Kiloton Improvised Nuclear Device 
4. Natural Disaster – Major Hurricane 
5. Biological Attack – Pneumonic Plague 
6. Chemical Attack – Blister Agent  
7. Chemical Attack – Nerve Agent 
8. Chemical Attack – Toxic Industrial Chemicals 
9. Chemical Attack – Chlorine Tank Explosion 
10. Biological Attack – Aerosol Anthrax 
11. Radiological Attack – Radiological Dispersal Devices 
12. Explosive Attack – Bombing Using Improvised Explosive Devices 
13. Biological Attack – Food Contamination  
14. Biological Attack – Foreign Animal Disease 
15. Cyber Attack 
 
R. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
As required by FEMA, this Hazard Identification was reviewed and analyzed by the ICC and 
subsequently updated in July 2010 as a draft [with the formal release to go into effect in October 
2010].  FEMA requires that as part of this update, the ICC and Mitigation Planning Committee 
must identify any newly identified hazards or those hazards that have been determined to pose a 
more significant threat than was apparent when the plan was first prepared. 
 
As a result of the plan update process, the ICC and Mitigation Planning Committee determined 
the need to update the natural hazards section dealing with the Saffir-Simpson Hurricane Scale, 
and Tsunami. The ICC and Mitigation Planning Committee also determined that, based on 
continued monitoring of previous occurrences of hazard events, the threat posed by the hazards 
discussed above is no greater than it was when the plan was last updated. 
 
S. DATA SOURCES 
 
1. American Society of Civil Engineers(ASCE), “Facts About Windstorms.”   
Web site: www.windhazards.org/facts.cfm 
 
2. Bureau of Reclamation, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Web site:  www.usbr.gov 
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3. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Web site: www.fema.gov 
4. FEMA’s State and Local Mitigation Planning How-to Guide: Integrating Manmade 
Hazards Into Mitigation Planning 
Web site: http://www.fema.gov/plan/mitplanning/howto7.shtm 
5. FEMA’s Radiological Emergency Management Independent Study Course 
Web site: http://training.fema.gov/EMIWeb/IS/is3.asp 
6. Jane’s Chem Bio Handbook 
Web site: http://chembio.janes.com 
 
7. National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), U.S. Department of Commerce, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  
Web site: http://lwf.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/ncdc.html 
 
8. National Drought Mitigation Center, University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
Web site: www.drought.unl.edu/index.htm 
 
9. National Severe Storms Laboratory (NSSL), U.S. Department of Commerce, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Web site: www.nssl.noaa.gov 
 
10. National Weather Service (NWS), U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration 
Web site: www.nws.noaa.gov 
 
11. South Carolina State Climatology Office 
Web site: http://www.dnr.sc.gov/climate/sco/ 
 
12. South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
Web site: http://www.dnr.sc.gov 
 
13. Storm Prediction Center (SPC), U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration, National Weather Service 
Web site: www.spc.noaa.gov 
 
14. The Tornado Project, St. Johnsbury, Vermont 
Web site: www.tornadoproject.com 
 
15. University of South Carolina – Hazards & Vulnerability Research Institute 
Web site: http://webra.cas.sc.edu/hvri/ 
 
16. United States Geological Survey (USGS), U.S. Department of the Interior 
  Web site: www.usgs.gov
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V. HAZARD ANALYSIS 
 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 210.4(c)(2)(i): [The risk assessment shall include] ...  information on previous occurrences of hazard 
events as well as the probability of future hazard events, using maps where appropriate. 
 
The Hazard Analysis section provides information on historical hazard occurrences, frequency 
and/or probability of occurrence where possible, and the spatial extent of hazards with known 
geographic boundaries.  This listing differs slightly in terminology, order and grouping from the 
Hazard Identification section as those hazards affecting the State of South Carolina are more 
fully explored in this section (Hazard Analysis). 
 
1. Flood 




6. Drought/Extreme Heat 
7. Hail 
8. Winter Storms 
9. Lightning 
10. Coastal Erosion 





16. Hazardous Material (HAZMAT) Incident: Fixed and Mobile  
17. Terrorism  
18. Public Health Emergencies 
 
Historical records, such as those available from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration’s National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), are used in this section to report on 
previous occurrences of hazard events and to contribute to the overall understanding of hazard 
risk in the state.  While NCDC records represent a generally sound source of information from a 
national perspective on climatological hazards, other sources are used where necessary to 
complement and/or supplement NCDC records.  All data sources cited are the best data currently 
available. 
 
Probability of future occurrences is analyzed in Section 6.  Table 6.33 provides an annual hazard 
frequency percentage for each hazard.   
 
A. HAZARD ASSESSMENT 
In addition to this Hazards Analysis, SCEMD, in conjunction with the University of South 
Carolina’s Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute (HVRI), developed and maintains a 
Hazards Assessment for the State of South Carolina.  This report, reviewed annually, contains 
information on potential exposure and county by county risk to people and property from 
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hazards.  The most recent version of the assessment was completed in December of 2009 and 
covers hazard events that have occurred through the end of 2008.  Portions of that assessment 
have been incorporated into this plan.  For more information on the Hazards Assessment, contact 
SCEMD.   
 
B.  NATIONAL CLIMATIC DATA CENTER STORM EVENT DATABASE 
Much of the data presented in the tables in this section came from the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration’s (NOAA), National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) database.  
NCDC receives storm data from the National Weather Service (NWS) who, in turn, receives 
their information from a variety of sources, including, but not limited to: county, state and 
federal emergency management officials, local law enforcement officials, skywarn spotters, 
NWS damage surveys, newspaper clipping services, the insurance industry and the general 
public.  Because NCDC data is most accurate beginning from the early to mid 1990’s, data from 
previous years are only marginally useful for conducting a vulnerability assessment.  However, 
as it is the source of the best available data that can be easily obtained, it has been used 
extensively to analyze the hazards documented in this section.       
 
For the purposes of this plan, the dollar amounts recorded for each storm listed in the NCDC 
database have been converted to 2008 U.S. dollars.   
 
C. FLOOD 
South Carolina has five major river basins and one coastal region.  The State’s rivers generally 
start in the northwest and flow southeasterly to the Atlantic Ocean.  They pass through three 
physiographic areas: 
 
19. The Blue Ridge Mountains in the far northwestern corner of the State 
20. The Piedmont Plateau  
21. The Coastal Plain 
 
There are five distinctive types of flooding in South Carolina.  The first three are related to the 
three physiographic areas: 
 
1. Flash flooding:  Flash floods move fast and offer little warning time.  They are the 
primary hazard in the hilly terrain of the northwest and in cities with large areas of 
impervious surfaces.  Flash floods can occur anywhere, especially during and after 
heavy thunderstorms that stall or move repeatedly over the same area. 
 
2. Riverine flooding:  The Piedmont and Coastal Plain areas are subject to the slower 
moving overbank flooding of the State’s many rivers and streams.  These floods 
usually rise and fall slowly, giving adequate warning time. 
 
3. Coastal flooding due to storms and hurricanes:  Coastal shorelines are subject to 
the very destructive flooding, storm surge, wave action, and erosion caused by storms 
and hurricanes.  While there may be plenty of warning time, the concentration of 
people and development in the large exposed low country floodplains makes this the 
State’s worst flood hazard. 
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4. Local drainage problems:  These can occur anywhere in the State where the ground 
is flat, where the drainage pattern has been disrupted, or where channels or culverts 
have not been maintained. 
 
5. Dam failure:  Each dam in the State has the potential to fail and suddenly release its 




Flash floods are caused by locally heavy rains in areas where the water runs off quickly.  The 
quick runoff may be due to steep terrain, impervious surfaces, or saturated ground.  These 
conditions exist in hilly areas, urbanized areas, or after a prolonged period of rain. 
 
Flash floods are the killer floods.  They catch people unaware, often in their vehicles when 
bridges are washed out (70% of flash flood deaths occur when vehicles are driven into the 
water).  Recent flash flooding reports note the damage to cars in parking lots when the owners 
did not have time to move them to safety. 
 
South Carolina’s largest flood in terms of loss of human life and property damage occurred along 
the Pacelot River on June 6, 1903.  This flood occurred when a low pressure system stalled over 
the mountains and upper Piedmont of the State, causing the river to rise 41 feet in 40 minutes.  
Sixty-five (65) people drowned.  4,300 people were put out of work due to the flood.  Railway 
traffic was disrupted and the textile communities of Pacolet in Spartanburg County and Clinton 
in Laurens County were devastated by this event.  Damages were estimated to be approximately 
$3,866,000.  Other significant flooding in the past few years is feature in Table 5.1. 
 
TABLE 5.1 :  RECENT FLASH FLOODS 
Counties Date Damage 
Richland 6/29/2007 $50,000 
Dorchester 6/29/2007 $50,000 
Charleston 10/24/2008 $50,000 
Richland 7/22/2009 $300,000  




There is more warning time for riverine flooding on the larger rivers in the Piedmont and Coastal 
Plain.  However, there is often more development in the path of these floods.  While there may 
be less loss of life, the property damage can be extensive.  The danger and damage is 
compounded by dam failures which have occurred with many of the recent floods.  There have 
been a number of recent floods in the past three years; however, property and crop damage due 
to flooding has been minimal.    
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The worst riverine flooding in recent times came October 10 – 29, 1990 during Tropical 
Depression Klaus and Tropical Storm Marco.  Eleven of the State’s fifteen major river basins 
exceeded flood stage.  Within a 24 hour period, some areas in the counties of Orangeburg, 
Sumter, Kershaw, Lancaster, and Chesterfield had experienced as much as 10-15 inches of rain 
exceeding the 50-100 year expected rainfall amounts.  Streams in Lee and Darlington Counties 
had flood crests well above the 100-year flood levels.  Damage was estimated at over $3 million 




Coastal storms include hurricanes and “nor’easters”.  The latter are winter storms whose winds 
come from the northeast.  There is more of an historical record on hurricanes because of their 
greater impact. 
 
The first recorded hurricane to hit South Carolina was in late summer of 1686.  It destroyed 
crops, trees, boats, and buildings.  Since then, the State has been hit by more than 45 hurricanes 
or major coastal storms.  In 2006, Tropical Storm Hanna caused approximately $3,000 in 
property damage from coastal flooding (NCDC). 
 
Local Drainage Problems 
 
Local drainage problems can occur anywhere in the State.  These happen where the ground is flat 
or where human development has disrupted the natural drainage pattern.  Heavy local storms will 
cause water to pond or back up in a blocked channel, where the channel capacity has been 
exceeded due to increased runoff from development, or where a storm sewer or culvert is too 
small to accept all the runoff. 
 
There are few statistics on this type of flooding, as usually it will not result in a disaster 
declaration or a flood insurance claim.  One measure of the problem is the money communities 
are willing to spend to correct local drainage problems.  The City of Hilton Head Island found its 
only evacuation route cut off by such flooding in October 1994.  It has since embarked on a 




Dam failures cause another type of flash flood.  The sudden release of the impounded water can 
occur during a flood that overtops or damages a dam or it can occur on a clear day if the dam has 
not been properly constructed or maintained.  It is estimated that there are two or three dam 
failures each year.  Many of them are small and have no impact on human development. 
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FIGURE 5.1: DAM LOCATIONS 
 
 
Dam failures can occur anywhere there is a dam.  As shown in Figure 5.1, only some parts of the 
coastal plain are free of dams because the flat terrain does not make reservoirs cost effective. 
 
The threat from dam failures increases as existing dams age and additional dams are built for 
retention basins and amenity ponds in new developments.  Many are on smaller streams that are 
not mapped as floodplains or subject to floodplain regulation.  Even when the stream is mapped, 
the floodplain is usually not based on a dam breach inundation map, leaving downstream 
residents unaware of the potential dangers. 
 
Notable Historic Flood Events in South Carolina 
 
September 21–24, 1928 (Riverine and Coastal Flooding): Severe flooding caused by a 
hurricane was reported statewide, with rainfall totals ranging from 10 to 12 inches.  Many 
bridges were destroyed, and roads and railways were impassable.  Property losses reached an 
estimated $4 to $6 million. 
 
October 3, 1994 (Coastal and Flash Flooding): Record-breaking rainstorms, with unofficially 
recorded rainfall exceeding 13 inches within 24-hour period in Beaufort County, impacted the 
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South Carolina coast.  Heaviest flooding was reported on Hilton Head Island.  Floodwaters 
covered many streets, damaged more than 147 homes, six government buildings, 36 businesses 
and at least 45 cars.  Approximately 37 roads washed out or were damaged.  Based on current 
cost estimations, $1,466,073 in property damages was reported.   
 
October 13, 1994 (Flash and Coastal Flooding): Bands of heavy precipitation produced four to 
10 inches of rain along the South Carolina coast, causing varying degrees of flash flooding in 40 
counties.  Flash flooding caused $2,932,000 in property damages and $11,720 in crop damages, 
based on current dollar estimations.  The heaviest rainfall and the worst flooding occurred in 
Charleston, southern Colleton County, Beaufort County and southern Jasper County.  Coastal 
flooding caused $36,651,824 in property damages and $73,260 in crop damages based on current 
dollar estimates. 
 
August 24–31, 1995 (Flooding and Flash Flooding): Remnants of Tropical Storm Jerry 
dumped an initial three to five inches of rain.  As additional bands moved across the state, flash 
flooding developed in various areas and roads became flooded and impassable.  At least six 
bridges were destroyed in Laurens County, several small dams broke, and three people lost their 
lives.  The current total cost estimates for the damages caused by this extended flood event equal 
$18,717,472. 
 
August 14–15, 1998 (Flash Flooding): A flash flood in Spartanburg County rapidly developed 
following four to five inches of rainfall, which fell during a very short time period.  Property 
damages of $3,145,092, based on current cost estimates, were reported.  For a second 
consecutive night, on August 15, a flash flood occurred in Spartanburg County causing 
additional property damages of $629,018. 
 
March 20, 2003 (Flooding): Heavy rainfall produced flooding which caused $1.3 million in 
property damage in Greenville and over $1.0 million in Spartanburg.  The flooding was quite 
significant in Berea, Taylors, and Mauldin.  In Berea, some residents had to be rescued via canoe 
from their homes (NCDC Storm Data Reports Online). 
 
July 29, 2004 (Flash Flooding):  In Greenville, $3.5 million in property damage was caused by 
a nearly stationary thunderstorm which produced 4 to 9 inches of rainfall in approximately 4 
hours resulting in major flooding in areas from Berea to downtown Greenville.  The Reedy River 
crested at 19.2 feet in downtown Greenville, the second highest level on record (NCDC Storm 
Data reports Online, 2006).  At least 30 homes were condemned (NCDC Storm Data Reports, 
2006). 
 
Recent Flood Activity 
 
According to the National Climatic Data Center, 127 flood events were reported in South 
Carolina since the start of 2007.  These events resulted in a total of $836,000 in estimated 
property damage and $24,000 crop losses.  Fortunately there are no recorded injuries or deaths.  
Of those 127 events, there were 5 flash floods, each resulting in at least $50,000 in property 
damage.  These events occurred in Richland, Charleston, and Dorchester Counties.  These and 
other notable events are detailed below followed by more complete tabular flood data. 
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June 29, 2007 (Flash Flooding):  Several inches of rain fell in a two hour period that sent Rock 
Creek over its bank flooding the Five Points area and stranding several motorists in their 
vehicles. One had to be rescued that was trapped in his car.  Damages from this event totaled 
$50,000. 
  
October 24, 2008 (Flooding and Flash Flooding):  A county official reported that 32 units in 
the Bridge Point Condominiums in Shadowmoss, South Carolina sustained some degree of 
damage from 2 to 10 inches of water.  In Dorchester County, a road collapsed from flooding.  
Damage from the two flooding events was approximately $100,000.   
 
June 29, 2009 (Coastal Flood):  National Weather Service employee reported Water Street off 
of East Bay Street was completely flooded, with water flooding homes on 3 blocks in downtown 
Charleston, South Carolina. The flooding was due to anomalously high tides and resulted in 
$75,000 in damage. 
 
July 22, 2009 (Flash Flood):  Torrential rains caused flash flooding in east central Lexington 
and west central Richland counties. Three to five inches of rain fell within a 1 to 3 hour period 
causing flash flooding in several areas, especially in down town Columbia. Several cars were 
submerged and flooding in the areas surrounding USC.  The event caused approximately 
$300,000 in property damage. 
 
Table 5.2 provides a summary of all flood activity recorded by NCDC by county for flash 
flooding and riverine flooding.  Figure 5.2 depicts the total number of events by county. 
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TABLE 5.2:  SUMMARY OF FLOODING EVENTS BY COUNTY (2007 - 2009) 




DAMAGE ($) DEATHS INJURIES 
Abbeville 0 0 0 0 0 
Aiken 0 0 0 0 0 
Allendale 0 0 0 0 0 
Anderson 2 20,000 0 0 0 
Bamberg 1 4,000 4,000 0 0 
Barnwell 1 4,000 4,000 0 0 
Beaufort 6 4,000 0 0 0 
Berkeley 3 3,000 0 0 0 
Calhoun 0 0 0 0 0 
Charleston 34 214,500 0 0 0 
Cherokee 1 0 0 0 0 
Chester 0 0 0 0 0 
Chesterfield 0 0 0 0 0 
Clarendon 1 2,000 0 0 0 
Colleton 2 1,000 0 0 0 
Darlington 0 0 0 0 0 
Dillon 0 0 0 0 0 
Dorchester 7 62,500 0 0 0 
Edgefield 0 0 0 0 0 
Fairfield 1 5,000 0 0 0 
Florence 0 0 0 0 0 
Georgetown 1 5,000 0 0 0 
Greenville 0 0 0 0 0 
Greenwood 0 0 0 0 0 
Hampton 0 0 0 0 0 
Horry 2 0 0 0 0 
Jasper 0 0 0 0 0 
Kershaw 1 5,000 0 0 0 
Lancaster 4 26,000 0 0 0 
Laurens 0 0 0 0 0 
Lee 0 0 0 0 0 
Lexington 1 20,000 0 0 0 
Marion 0 0 0 0 0 
Marlboro 0 0 0 0 0 
McCormick 0 0 0 0 0 
Newberry 1 20,000 0 0 0 
Oconee 2 10,000 0 0 0 
Orangeburg 2 8,000 0 0 0 
Pickens 0 0 0 0 0 
Richland 7 423,000 0 0 0 
Saluda 0 0 0 0 0 
Spartanburg 0 0 0 0 0 
Sumter 0 0 0 0 0 
Union 0 0 0 0 0 
Williamsburg 0 0 0 0 0 
York 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 80 $837,000.00 $8,000.00 0 0 
Source: National Climatic Data Center  
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FIGURE 5.2:  MAP OF TOTAL FLOOD EVENTS 
 
 
D. HURRICANES AND COASTAL STORMS 
Severe wind events resulting from hurricanes and other coastal storm systems can cause 
widespread damage and loss life.  According to the National Hurricane Center, South Carolina 
has been affected by 35 hurricanes since 1851, consisting of 21 Category 1 hurricanes, 5 
Category 2 hurricanes, 7 Category 3 hurricanes, and 2 Category 4 hurricanes.  Eight of the state’s 
46 counties are located along the Atlantic Coast, making them especially vulnerable to 
hurricanes and tropical storms.  The inland counties of Williamsburg, Orangeburg, and Richland 
also have historically been severely affected by hurricanes and coastal storms.  Details of the 
most notable hurricane events in South Carolina history are presented below. 
 
Notable Hurricane Events in South Carolina: 
 
Great Sea Island Storm of 1893 (August 27–28, 1893): One of the deadliest hurricanes to 
strike the United States, this storm made landfall in Georgia at high tide bringing a tremendous 
storm surge that created a “tidal wave” effect that swept over and submerged whole islands.  The 
storm’s north-northeast track through the South Carolina midlands brought winds of between 96 
mph and 125 mph, with maximum winds of 125 mph in the Beaufort area and up to 120 mph in 
Charleston.  Major damages were reported as the storm moved north near Columbia and then 
northeast through the remainder of the state, causing between 2,000 and 2,500 deaths, an 
estimated $10 million in damages, and leaving 20,000 to 30,000 victims homeless. 
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Hurricane Hazel (October 15, 1954): Hazel made landfall as a Category 3 hurricane near Little 
River bringing tides of up to 16.9 feet.  One fatality as well as approximately $27 million in 
damages was reported.  Hurricane Hazel is considered one of the most severe storms to hit South 
Carolina to date. 
 
Hurricane Gracie (September 29, 1959): Gracie, a Category 3 hurricane, made landfall at St. 
Helena Island with winds of 140 mph, moving northwest before weakening to a tropical storm as 
it passed through Columbia and turned north-northwest on a path into North Carolina.  Beach 
tides reached nearly six feet above normal.  Several fatalities, as well as property damage, were 
reported along the southern coastal area.  Heavy crop damage occurred, and moderate to heavy 
flooding was reported due to six to eight inches of rainfall. 
 
Hurricane Hugo (September 21, 1989): Hugo, a Category 4 hurricane, made landfall at Isle of 
Palms with sustained winds of 140 mph and wind gusts exceeding 160 mph.  Hugo is the 
costliest storm in South Carolina history, causing over $7 billion in damages to property and 
crops in the United States and the first major hurricane to strike the state since Gracie in 1959.  
Total damages, including those that occurred in Puerto Rico and the Caribbean, exceeded 10 
billion dollars.  Hurricane Hugo resulted in 35 storm-related fatalities, twenty of which occurred 
in South Carolina.  Seven of the South Carolina 
fatalities occurred in mobile home parks northwest of 
Charleston.  The strongest winds passed over the 
Francis Marion National Forest between Bulls Bay 
and the Santee River.  The Forest Service estimated 
that timber losses exceeded $100 million.  While the 
most severe winds occurred to the northeast of 
Charleston, the city was hard hit.  Charleston City 
Hall and the fire station lost their roofs and over 4,000 
historic properties were damaged.  Coastal storm 
surge reached 20 feet in some areas, making it the 
highest ever recorded in the state.  Folly Beach was 
among the most significantly impacted coastal 
communities.  Approximately 80 percent of the 
homes were destroyed.  Sullivan’s Island and the Isle 
of Palms were also severely damaged.  Numerous 
homes were knocked off their foundations and boats 
in the local marina were tossed into a 50 foot high pile 
of debris.  Severe inland wind damage occurred as 
winds gusting to 109 mph at Sumter were reported.  
The hurricane exited the state just north of Rock Hill, 
causing significant damage in Charlotte, North Carolina.  South Carolina received a Presidential 
Disaster Declaration for this event. 
 
Hurricane Fran (September 5, 1996): Although Hurricane Fran skirted the South Carolina 
coast before making landfall at the entrance of the Cape Fear River in North Carolina, it 
triggered the evacuation of 500,000 tourists in the coastal areas of both states, creating the largest 
peacetime evacuation in U.S. history.  Wind gusts of 60 mph were reported along the Horry 
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County coast.  In Georgetown County, 57 mph winds in the City of Georgetown contributed to 
$150,000 in county government infrastructure damage.  Eleven evacuation shelters housed 5,400 
people.  One death was attributed to the storm.  In Horry County, agricultural losses of $19.8 
million were reported, with corn, tobacco and sweet potato crops hardest hit.  Downed trees 
caused power outages affecting about 60,000 customers.  Horry County reported property losses 
totaling over $1 million, including $448,000 at North Myrtle Beach, $341,000 at Myrtle Beach, 
$42,000 at Surfside Beach, $46,000 at Garden City Beach, and $135,000 in unincorporated 
areas.  South Carolina received a Presidential Disaster Declaration for this event. 
 
Hurricane Floyd (September 15, 1999): Hurricane Floyd weakened to a Category 3 hurricane 
as it approached the southeast Georgia and southern South Carolina coasts on the morning of 
September 15.  The storm skirted the coast, its 
center moving northeast about 60 miles offshore 
late in the afternoon and early evening as it took a 
more north and northeast course toward North 
Carolina.  Sustained winds of tropical storm force 
were reported from Savannah, Georgia to 
Charleston with wind gusting to hurricane force 
strength in the Charleston area.  The highest 
recorded sustained wind speed was 58 mph in 
downtown Charleston, with gusts reaching 85 mph.  
Rainfall was heavy along coastal counties as 12 
inches of rain fell in Georgetown County.  A 
reported 18 inches fell in eastern Horry County, 
causing major flooding along the Waccamaw River 
in and around the City of Conway for a month.  
Waves were reported to be 15 feet at Cherry Grove 
Pier, where damage was the greatest.  Tides exceeded three feet above normal with a maximum 
tidal height of 10.66 feet in the City of Charleston.  Minor to moderate beach erosion occurred 
along the South Carolina coast.  Many businesses and homes suffered major damage, with 
thousands of homes experiencing at least some minor damage in Charleston County, causing 
approximately $10.5 million in damage.  In Horry County, approximately 400 homes and 
numerous roads were inundated for over one month following the storm.  Beaufort County 
reported $750,000 damage with Berkeley and Dorchester counties reporting $500,000 each.  
Over 1,000 trees were blown down, knocking out power to over 200,000 customers across the 
southern coast.  In Myrtle Beach, the tree and sign damage was reported to reach approximately 
$250,000.  In Williamsburg County, total damage estimates due to the high winds and rain 
reached approximately $650,000.  In Florence County, high winds downed trees, caused power 
outages and resulted in $150,000 in property damages.  Total estimated property damages for the 
affected counties totaled approximately $17 million.  While Hurricane Floyd did not make 
landfall in South Carolina, it resulted in the largest peacetime evacuation in the state’s history, 
surpassing Hurricane Fran.  It is estimated that between 500,000 and one million people 
evacuated the coast.  South Carolina received a Presidential Disaster Declaration for this event. 
 
Tropical Storm Gaston impacted Berkeley, Charleston, and Dorchester Counties on August 29, 
2004, causing $16.6 million dollars in property damage in Charleston and Berkeley Counties 
Hurricane Floyd approaches the South Carolina 
coast September 15, 1999. (Photo courtesy of 
NASA, GOES weather satellite project) 
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(NCDC Storm Data Online, 2006).  Gaston came ashore near Bulls Bay with sustained 70 mph 
winds, which knocked down numerous trees and large limbs.  Major damage was reported to 
over 3000 structures and power loss to over 150,000 people.  A storm surge of 4 to 4.5 feet 
caused localized flooding. 
 
Tropical Storm Frances passed through South Carolina in early September of 2004.  The state 
received a presidential disaster declaration for this event.  Areas around Caesar’s Head and Rich 
Mountain received over 12 inches of rain from the storm. According to the National Weather 
Services, a reported 45 tornadoes in South Carolina were associated with this storm.   
 
Recent Hurricane and Tropical Storm Activity 
 
South Carolina has been affected by two tropical  tropical storms since 2006. Tropical Storm Fay 
briefly passed over the state on August 21, 2008.  Fay moved eastward into northeast Florida as a 
hurricane and then crossed into southeast Georgia where it was downgraded to a tropical storm.  
Beaufort County experienced high surf and tides causing erosion and flooding in coastal areas.  
Several downed trees caused power outages in the lowcountry as well.  Tropical Storm Hanna 
approached the coast of South Carolina as a Category 1 hurricane, but lost its intensity before 
coming onshore.  It brushed the northeast coastal areas in Horry County as a tropical storm on 
September 5, 2008.  Rainfall amounts averaged 4 to 6 inches along the North Carolina border.  
Heavy rain and minor storm surged caused several road closures in Horry County.  These events 
only caused approximately $25,000 in property damages and resulted in no injuries or deaths 
(NCDC).   
 
Figure 5.3 graphically illustrates the paths of 23 hurricanes and tropical storms that have passed 
directly through South Carolina since 1851.17  Table 5.3 provides a county summary of 
hurricanes and tropical storms passing directly through the counties between 1851 and 2005.  
                                                 
17
 In addition to the 21 hurricanes that have passed through South Carolina since 1851, approximately 85 tropical 
storms, tropical depressions, subtropical events and extratropical events have passed through the state according to 
the National Hurricane Center. 
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FIGURE 5.3:  HISTORICAL HURRICANE TRACKS 
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TABLE 5.3:  SUMMARY OF HURRICANES AND TROPICAL STORMS (1851-2009) 











CAT 4 TOTAL 
Abbeville 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Aiken 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Allendale 15 1 1 0 0 17 
Anderson 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Bamberg 10 2 1 1 0 14 
Barnwell 12 1 0 0 0 13 
Beaufort 15 5 2 1 0 23 
Berkeley 18 7 1 0 1 27 
Calhoun 13 1 0 0 0 14 
Charleston 12 9 1 2 1 25 
Cherokee 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Chester 4 0 1 0 0 5 
Chesterfield 13 0 1 0 0 14 
Clarendon 13 1 2 0 1 17 
Colleton 13 7 2 2 0 24 
Darlington 9 0 1 0 0 10 
Dillon 6 1 0 0 0 7 
Dorchester 9 3 2 0 0 14 
Edgefield 3 0 0 0 0 3 
Fairfield 6 2 1 0 0 9 
Florence 8 0 0 0 0 8 
Georgetown 12 6 1 1 0 19 
Greenville 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Greenwood 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Hampton 12 2 2 0 0 16 
Horry 11 5 2 2 0 19 
Jasper 12 6 3 0 0 21 
Kershaw 8 1 1 0 0 10 
Lancaster 5 1 1 0 0 7 
Laurens 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Lee 9 1 1 0 0 11 
Lexington 8 1 1 0 0 10 
Marion 9 3 1 1 0 14 
Marlboro 12 1 1 0 0 14 
McCormick 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Newberry 5 0 0 0 0 5 
Oconee 1 0 0 0 0 1 
Orangeburg 23 3 2 1 1 30 
Pickens 2 0 0 0 0 2 
Richland 17 2 1 0 0 20 
Saluda 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Spartanburg 4 0 0 0 0 4 
Sumter 18 1 2 0 0 21 
Union 5 0 0 0 0 5 
Williamsbur
g 
15 3 1 0 0 18 
York 5 0 1 0 0 6 
Source: National Hurricane Center 
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E. THUNDERSTORMS 
According to the National Climatic Data Center, South Carolina experienced 1,458 thunderstorm 
high wind events since 2006.  There were 4 deaths and 17 injuries were associated with these 
storms and approximately $17 million in property and crop damage.  Table 5.4 provides a 
breakdown by county of thunderstorm activity during this period.  Figure 5.4 shows 
thunderstorm occurrence by county based on average yearly occurrence. 
 
Details of notable thunderstorm events are provided below. 
 
Notable Historic Thunderstorm Events in South Carolina 
 
March 15, 1996:  A squall line raced across Upstate South Carolina after developing in the 
mountains of North Carolina and Northeast Georgia, impacting numerous counties.  Across the 
region, downed trees and power lines as well as roof and sign damage was reported.  At the 
Donaldson Center Industrial Air Park in Greenville County, wind equipment at the Lockheed 
facility measured 75 knot winds, and trees and power lines were downed around the former Air 
Force base.  It was estimated that this storm caused one death, seven injuries, and approximately 
$100,000 in damages. 
 
September 12, 1997:  Myrtle Beach experienced a thunderstorm microburst which brought 
heavy rains.  The hardest hit area was the beach berm and hotel area along a four block strip 
from 26th Avenue to 30th Avenue.  Two people were injured, sustaining cuts and bruises from 
flying glass and debris.  Damages were estimated at $500,000. 
 
April 24, 1999:  Strong to severe thunderstorms developed just ahead of a cold front moving 
south through the Upstate.  One particular storm became very severe in the southern part of 
Greenville County, then moved into Laurens County and caused a considerable amount of 
damage.  Widespread damage caused by both very large hail and straight line winds occurred in 
the Mountville and Cross Hill vicinities, where windows were broken, street lights smashed, 
vehicles damaged, roofs destroyed and trees downed across roads.  Damages were estimated at 
$250,000. 
 
August 16, 2003: A microburst caused damage to 12 airplanes and 3 hangars at the Greenville 
Municipal Airport.  One plane was blown approximately 300 feet into the side of a hangar, 
causing the plane to break in half.  Three single-engine planes were flipped over. A concrete 
block wall was also blown over.  The total event cost about $300,000 in property damage. 
 
August 12, 2004:  An intense downburst at Fort Jackson in Richland County associated with a 
squall line did moderate damage to several facilities on the base.  The strong winds caused 
aluminum bleachers to become projected missles and wrap around nearby telephone poles.  
Three injuries were reported as well as $300,000 in property damage. 
 
Recent Thunderstorm and Wind Activity: 
 
June 14, 2007:  During an isolated microburst, a large manufacturing building under 
construction (about 90 percent complete) near the highway 11/I-26 intersection near Campobello 
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collapsed due to strong winds. Some construction equipment was heavily damaged or destroyed 
by the collapsing building. Large tree limbs were also blown down nearby.   The total property 
damage is estimated at $8 million.  No injuries were reported. 
 
August 10, 2007:  A thunderstorm caused by an upper level disturbance ignited multiple severe 
thunderstorms over several counties in the state.  Horry County was hit the hardest.  Near Green 
Sea straight line winds snapped several large trees, peeled metal roving from barns and sheds, 
and damaged mobile homes in the area.  Green Sea Floyds High School experienced roof 
damage, a downed light pole, damage to a fence at the tennis court, broken windows, and a 
damaged football scoreboard.  Seven injuries were reported and approximately $1 million in 
property damage.  About 10,000 people lost power. 
 
October 24, 2008:  A severe thunderstorm downed several trees, completely destroyed a two 
story building, and damaged a water tower in Lancaster County.  No injuries were reported, but 
there was approximately $700,000 in property damage and $20,000 in crop damage. 
 
June 16, 2009:  Straight line winds caused $1.2 million in damage when they struck Laurens, 
South Carolina in the late afternoon.  Hundreds of trees were reportedly uprooted or snapped off.  
One woman died when a tree fell on her vehicle while driving down highway 321.  Seeral trees 
fell on homes and others destroyed automobiles.   
 
TABLE 5.4:  SUMMARY OF THUNDERSTORM ACTIVITY BY COUNTY (2007 – 2009) 
COUNTY NUMBER OF RECORDED EVENTS  
PROPERTY DAMAGE 
RECORDED DEATHS INJURIES 
Abbeville 18 $0 0 0 
Aiken 41 $154,000 0 4 
Allendale 27 $131,000 0 0 
Anderson 48 $157,000 0 0 
Bamberg 19 $55,000 0 0 
Barnwell 21 $86,000 0 0 
Beaufort 73 $380,000 0 0 
Berkeley 54 $130,000 0 0 
Calhoun 27 $64,000 0 0 
Charleston 75 $210,000 2 2 
Cherokee 23 $610,000 1 0 
Chester 32 $43,000 0 0 
Chesterfield 13 $14,000 0 0 
Clarendon 30 $54,000 0 0 
Colleton 90 $167,000 0 0 
Darlington 35 $549,000 0 0 
Dillon 31 $43,000 0 0 
Dorchester 55 $149,000 0 0 
Edgefield 20 $53,000 0 0 
Fairfield 25 $101,000 0 0 
Florence 20 $200,000 0 1 
Georgetown 11 $21,000 0 0 
Greenville 41 $1,023,000 1 0 
Greenwood 17 $35,000 0 0 
Hampton 34 $35,000 0 0 
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COUNTY NUMBER OF RECORDED EVENTS  
PROPERTY DAMAGE 
RECORDED DEATHS INJURIES 
Horry 28 $1,039,000 0 7 
Jasper 42 $103,000 0 0 
Kershaw 24 $53,000 0 0 
Lancaster 22 $1,284,000 0 0 
Laurens 35 $1,255,000 1 0 
Lee 22 $69,000 0 0 
Lexington 71 $657,000 0 0 
Marion 18 $130,000 0 0 
Marlboro 16 $51,000 0 0 
McCormick 13 $35,000 0 0 
Newberry 23 $74,000 0 0 
Oconee 28 $500,000 1 0 
Orangeburg 38 $118,000 0 0 
Pickens 32 $520,000 1 0 
Richland 52 $112,000 0 3 
Saluda 22 $41,000 0 0 
Spartanburg 57 $8,635,000 1 0 
Sumter 35 $188,000 0 0 
Union 25 $550,000 1 0 
Williamsburg 10 $101,000 0 0 
York 21 $50,000 0 0 
TOTAL 1,514 $20,029,000 9 17 
Source: National Climatic Data Center 
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FIGURE 5.4:  THUNDERSTORM OCCURRENCE (2007 – 2009) 
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F. TORNADOES 
The National Climatic Data Center indicates that 817 tornado events were experienced in South 
Carolina from 1950 to 2006.  Together, these events are responsible for 53 deaths, 1242 injuries 
an estimated $1,205,905,658 in property damage.  Details of two of the most notable tornado 
events are provided below.   
Notable Tornado Events in South Carolina 
 
April 30, 1924: “The Horrell Hill Tornado” 
ripped a 135-mile path across the state.  The 
longest tornado path recorded in the state’s 
history, it began in Aiken County and ended in 
Darlington County.  Sixty-seven people lost 
their lives, with almost half the deaths occurring 
in Richland County and the community of 
Horrell Hill.  According to damage records and 
historical reports, current estimations rate this 
storm an F4 on the Fujita Scale, with wind 
speeds somewhere between 207 mph and 260 
mph. 
 
March 28, 1984: An intense low-pressure center 
moved across the state, spawning 11 tornadoes 
and numerous severe thunderstorms.  The first 
tornado to appear struck Anderson County, and 
was quickly followed by a series of 10 
tornadoes.  The tornadoes traveled across 
Anderson and Newberry Counties, moving east-
northeast through Marlboro County before 
entering North Carolina.  Fifteen people lost 
their lives, with an additional six deaths 
indirectly associated with the events.  Damages 
were estimated at over $100 million. 
 
October 11, 2002:  A strong EF2 tornado touched down in Georgetown County and destroyed 
five manufactured homes, a car, and two houses before continuing along a northeastern path for 
a mile through a residential area of Georgetown.  Twenty-eight structures were damaged, 
including homes, businesses, and churches.  Eight people were hospitalized for minor injuries 
and property damage was estimated at over $750,000. 
 
September 4, 2004:  An EF2 tornado caused three injuries and $1.7 million in property damage 
in Sumter County.  Emergency managers reported major damage to 55 homes, with an additional 





While not specifically notable in terms of property 
damage, deaths or injuries, this tornado 
photographed July 6, 2001 in Myrtle Beach serves 
as a strong reminder of the power of tornadoes and 
the recent history of tornadic activity in the state. 
(Web photo; photographer unknown/anonymous) 
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Recent Tornado Activity: 
 
Since 2007, South Carolina has been affected by one hundred and one tornadoes.  These events 
have caused three fatalities, sixty injuries, and $13.5 million in property damage (NCDC, 2006).  
Forty-eight of these tornadoes were magnitude EF0 events causing about  $408,000 in total 
damage and no injuries or fatalities.  There were forty-two F1 tornadoes during this time period 
in South Carolina which caused more than $4.5 million in property damage.  Seven EF2 
tornadoes occurred, amounting to over $3.5 million in property damages and caused four 
injuries.    During this time period, there were four reported EF3 tornadoes.   These intense 
storms caused approximately $5 million in property damages, 3 casualties and 21 injuries.  A 
few of the more significant incidents will be covered here. 
 
January 5, 2007:  An EF1 tornado touched down very briefly in the parking lot of the Liberty 
Elementary School in Pickens County. Nine vehicles were severely damaged. At least 4 vehicles 
were lifted off the ground or flipped over by the wind. Some of the vehicles were occupied by 
parents awaiting school dismissal. Fifteen people received mostly minor injuries, with 5 being 
transported to the hospital. A shed was also blown over. The event totaled $50,000 in property 
damage.   
 
April 15, 2007: An EF1 tornado overturned 3 mobile homes and shifted another 7 mobile homes 
off their foundations. It tore the skirting away from another mobile home, destroyed a storage 
shed, and snapped off or uprooted dozens of trees. There were 9 minor injuries and $200,000 in 
damages. 
 
March 15, 2008: An outbreak of eight tornadoes, between EF0 and EF1, occurned during the 
afternoon.  Large hail, up to golf ball size, and straight line winds were recorded.  The storms 
resulted in two casualties, 14 injuries, and approximately $1.5 million in uninsured property 
damages.  Total losses are estimated around $40 million.  Eight-five homes were destroyed and 
about 400 sustained major damage. Several farms were impacted as well.  The storm destroyed 
several barns and sheds and killed livestock 
 
May 11, 2008:  An EF2 tornado touched down on Wadmalaw Island in Charleston County.  
Numerous homes were damaged as the tornado ripped through, with many sustaining roof and 
shingle damage.  Trees were knocked down, roofs were torn off of homes, fences were 
displaced, and walls detached from homes.  The tornado then moved onto Johns Island where 
several homes reported damage.  The total damage was estimated at $1.2 million. 
 
April 10, 2009: A super cell coming out of Richmond County, Georgia spawned several large 
tornadoes in the lower midlands of South Carolina. One tornado (F3) hit Aiken County and 
caused widespread damage.  Many homes and businesses were severely damaged. Numerous 
trees and powerlines were downed.  Sixteen people reported injuries in the region. Total damage 
from the tornado outbreak is estimated around $6 Million.  
 
Table 5.5 provides a complete summary of tornado activity by county from 2007 to 2009 
according to available NCDC records.  Figure 5.5 shows historic tornado severity across the 
state based on tornado strength. 
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TABLE 5.5:  SUMMARY OF TORNADO ACTIVITY BY COUNTY (2007- 2009) 





Abbeville 3 $1,050,000 0 2 
Aiken 8 $5,000,000 0 14 
Allendale 3 $2,003,000 0 0 
Anderson 4 $300,000 0 0 
Bamberg 6 $1,000 0 0 
Barnwell 4 $0 0 0 
Beaufort 0 $0 0 0 
Berkeley 4 $520,000 0 8 
Calhoun 2 $500,000 0 0 
Charleston 2 $1.235,000 0 0 
Cherokee 0 $0 0 0 
Chester 2 $0 0 0 
Chesterfield 1 $25,000 0 0 
Clarendon 2 $0 0 0 
Colleton 3 $310,000 0 9 
Darlington 0 $0 0 0 
Dillon 2 $375,000 0 0 
Dorchester 1 $218,000 0 0 
Edgefield 4 $0 0 0 
Fairfield 4 $44,000 0 0 
Florence 2 $615,000 0 3 
Georgetown 2 $0 0 0 
Greenville 1 $50,000 0 0 
Greenwood 2 $500,000 0 0 
Hampton 1 $0 0 0 
Horry 3 $19,000 0 0 
Jasper 0 $0 0 0 
Kershaw 4 $0 0 2 
Lancaster 1 $0 0 0 
Laurens 2 $30,000 0 0 
Lee 2 $5,000 0 0 
Lexington 1 $0 0 0 
Marion 0 $0 0 0 
Marlboro 0 $0 0 0 
McCormick 3 $4,000 0 0 
Newberry 4 $14,000 2 2 
Oconee 2 $0 0 0 
Orangeburg 3 $1,000 0 0 
Pickens 4 $15,000 0 15 
Richland 2 $10,000 0 0 
Saluda 1 $0 0 0 
Spartanburg 1 $10,000 0 0 
Sumter 2 $10,000 1 5 
Union 1 $400,000 0 0 
Williamsburg 2 $200,000 0 0 
York 1 $0 0 0 
TOTAL 102 $13,464,000 3 60 
Source: National Climatic Data Center 
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FIGURE 5.5:  HISTORIC TORNADO SEVERITY 2007-2009 
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G. WILDFIRE 
According to the South Carolina Forestry Commission (SCFC), 
from 1998 to 2006, an average of 3,295 fires occurred annually 
and were handled by the SCFC, burning an average of 22,949 
acres each year.  Since 2006, there have been 8,359 fires that 
burned approximately 68,000 acres.  The SCFC reports that the 
forest fire danger is usually highest in late winter and early 
spring (January through mid-April) when the vegetation is dead 
or dormant.  March is usually the busiest month for SCFC 
firefighters.  
 
The most recorded wildfires in the state during a 12-month period is 14,405 fires, recorded 
between July 1, 1980 and June 30, 1981.  The most acreage burned in a 12-month period is 
240,504 acres, between July 1, 1949 and June 30, 1950.  In March 1985, a record 3,724 wildfires 
were reported in one month.  The largest wildfire on record occurred in Horry County in April 
1976, consuming 30,000 acres.  South Carolina’s worst rural-urban interface fire occurred March 
12, 1985 near Camden, destroying eight homes and burning 2,368 acres. 
 
According to the SCFC, nearly 98 percent of all the wildfires in the state are caused by humans.  
The leading cause of wildfires, which accounts for between 40 and 45 percent of all wildfires 
reported, are the result of someone intentionally setting fire to someone else’s property.  Burning 
debris, such as trash, yard waste, construction waste, and agricultural fields often burn out of 
control, causing 30 to 35 percent of wildfires annually.  Equipment use causes about 5 percent of 
wildfires, usually due to faulty equipment such as farm equipment or hot catalytic converters on 
automobiles.  Between 4 and 5 percent of wildfires are caused by careless smoking.  Between 3 
and 5 percent of the state’s wildfires are caused by children playing with matches, lighters and 
fireworks.  Wildfires caused by campfires account for 1 to 3 percent of fires, occurring mainly 
during the summer months.  Fires that are started by sparks resulting 
from carbon build-up on railroad tracks account for 1 to 2 percent of the 
annually reported wildfires.  Miscellaneous fires such as those caused by 
negligence of adults using fireworks, structural fires that ignite nearby 
wooded areas, or unattended warming fires account for four to six 
percent of wildfires.  Lightning only causes about 2 percent of the 
annually reported fires in the state.  
 
 
Table 5.6 provides a breakdown by county of wildfire events during this period.  Figure 5.6 
shows wildfire occurrence based on the average number of fires per year. 
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TABLE 5.6: SUMMARY OF WILDFIRE EVENTS BY COUNTY (FY 1998-2006) 
COUNTY RECORDED EVENTS ACRES AFFECTED 
Abbeville 166 397.6 
Aiken 374 1802.2 
Allendale 70 455.3 
Anderson 130 837.7 
Bamberg 65 380.2 
Barnwell 84 557.1 
Beaufort 107 398.4 
Berkeley 369 4000.0 
Calhoun 96 191.7 
Charleston 119 561.2 
Cherokee 87 164.0 
Chester 86 479.2 
Chesterfield 271 1265.0 
Clarendon 274 1746.9 
Colleton 352 2011.0 
Darlington 274 1037.1 
Dillon 191 909.9 
Dorchester 181 1207.0 
Edgefield 63 445.3 
Fairfield 170 724.8 
Florence 449 1745.5 
Georgetown 206 3352.3 
Greenville 142 707.8 
Greenwood 65 292.1 
Hampton 143 1289.1 
Horry 384 22099.7 
Jasper 273 1866.2 
Kershaw 192 903.9 
Lancaster 95 401.3 
Laurens 80 651.8 
Lee 142 851.0 
Lexington 216 705.2 
Marion 80 457.6 
Marlboro 163 650.3 
McCormick 57 339.2 
Newberry 74 276.8 
Oconee 147 861.7 
Orangeburg 458 2326.1 
Pickens 147 559.8 
Richland 135 2081.9 
Saluda 66 234.0 
Spartanburg 138 512.7 
Sumter 240 826.1 
Union 66 246.1 
Williamsburg 603 4164.8 
York 69 200.6 
TOTAL 8359 68175.2000 
Source: South Carolina Forestry Commission 
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Recent Wildfire Activity  
 
From 2007 to the end of 2009, there have been over 8,000 wildfires that destroyed over 68,000 
acres.  These fires occurred in every county in the state, with at least 164 recorded outbreaks in 
each county.  There were six counties that had over 300 fires, including Aiken, Orangeburg, 
Colleton, Berkeley, Williamsburg, Florence, and Horry.  Four counties, Berkeley, Williamsburg, 
Orangeburg, and Horry had over 2,500 acres burn.  Horry County had the greatest damage with 
approximately 22,000 burned acres in the three year time period.   
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FIGURE 5.6: WILDFIRE EVENTS BY COUNTY 
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H. DROUGHT/EXTREME HEAT 
According to the National Climatic Data Center, 
South Carolina has experienced 42 reported drought 
events and/or periods of unseasonably dry weather 
from 1993 to 2006, affecting all 46 counties at one 
time or another.  The estimated losses in crop 
damage for those reported drought incidents were 
over $20 million.  Since 2006, there was a two year 
period of drought that affected the entire state.  We 
are currently not in a drought stage due to the 
presence of El Niño.  More details will be outlined 
below. 
 
Notable Drought Events in South Carolina 
 
February through November 1925: The drought of 1925 caused the state to experience rainfall 
deficits reaching 18.23 inches.  The growing season alone had a recorded 12.41-inch rain deficit.  
Livestock water was scarce, deep wells went dry and hydroelectric power was non-existent. 
 
January through December 1954: Total statewide precipitation for that year was a mere 32.96 
inches, which set the current record for driest year ever recorded in the state.  An excessively hot 
summer only exacerbated its impact.  According to National Weather Service reports, the crop 
yield was only 10 percent of its 10-year average production rate. 
 
May through August 1993:  Many locations in South Carolina broke records during the 1993 
drought.  For example, in July of 1993, Greenville-Spartanburg Airport recorded the hottest and 
driest month on record.  Nine daily record high temperatures were also set at the Greenville-
Spartanburg Airport during July 1993.  Only 0.75" of rain was recorded during July 1993 making 
it the driest July on record since 0.80'" in July 1977.  Similar records were set at locations around 
the state.  The drought and record heat cost the State a total of $22518 million crop losses, 
including $63.9 million for corn, $55.1 million for vegetables and fruits, $47.2 million for 
tobacco, $31.7 million for cotton and $27.8 million for soybeans.  The drought, which started at 
the height of the crop growing season in May and June, devastated South Carolina pastures and 
hay production.  The total loss for livestock, hay and pasture was estimated at $34.7 million. 
 
1998–2002: The drought resulted in significantly reduced streamflows across the state. The 
hydrologic drought impacted water supplies, irrigation capacity and many lake-related 
businesses, including golf courses.  In addition, the drought caused numerous agricultural 
problems.  For example, the drought significantly contributed to the southern pine beetle 
epidemic.  Trees weakened by drought are more susceptible to the tree-killing beetles, which 
significantly increased wildfire vulnerability.  Agricultural impacts range from limited water for 
livestock, reduced feed crops, and lowered crop quality.  In 1998 and 2002, a natural disaster was 
declared for most of South Carolina’s 46 counties by the United States Department of 
Agriculture.   
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Recent Drought Activity: 
 
According to NCDC records, from mid-April 2007 to May 2009, some percentage of the state 
was experiencing at least moderate drought conditions.  Some counties were in “exceptional 
drought” according to the U.S. Drought Monitor between August 2007 and March 2008, and 
then again from June 2008 to December 2008.  Since May 2009, there has only been one period 
of drought that never exceeded the “severe drought” category.  No fatalities, injuries, property, or 
crop damage were associated with these mild to moderate drought events. Figure 5.7 depicts the 
current conditions. 
 
FIGURE 5.7: CURRENT DROUGHT CONDITIONS 
 
Source: U.S. Drought Monitor 
 
The South Carolina State Climatology Office has collected and analyzed drought data in South 
Carolina based on climate divisions.  Figure 5.7 shows the percentage of the state affected by 
each category of drought ranging from abnormally dry to exceptional drought. Figure 5.8 shows 
average drought conditions in South Carolina and Table 5.7 provides a summary of drought 
events by Drought Management Area since 1990 as recorded by the South Carolina State 
Climatology Office.  According to the South Carolina State Climatology Office, the state 
experienced drought almost 50% of the total time period.  The Pee-Dee region had the most 
number of months with extreme drought, but it also had the least number of incipient drought 
months. More information on each of the regions can be found in that table.  Figure 5.9 shows 
the state’s drought management areas. 
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FIGURE5.8:  DROUGHT CONDITIONS ACROSS THE STATE (2007– 2009): 
 
D0 = Abnormally dry, D1= Moderate Drought, D2= Severe Drought, D3 = Extreme Drought, D4 = Exceptional Drought  
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FIGURE 5.8: AVERAGE DROUGHT CONDITIONS 




































Source: NCDC Storm Data 
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FIGURE 5.9: DROUGHT MANAGEMENT AREAS 
 
Source: State Climatologist Office, DNR, 2010 
 
TABLE 5.7: SUMMARY OF DROUGHT EVENTS BY DROUGHT MANAGEMENT 
AREA (1990–2006) 
Frequency of Drought in each Drought Management Area  (1990–2009)
Number of Months in Each Drought Level and Percent Occurrence
# % # % # % # % 
Extreme 8 3.3 2 0.8 0 0.0 2 0.8
Severe 1 0.4 8 3.3 11 4.6 5 2.1
Moderate 34 14.2 50 20.8 51 21.3 32 13.3
Incipient 52 21.7 50 20.8 55 22.9 77 32.1
Total in Drought 95 40.8 110 45.8 117 48.8 116 48.3
Northeast/          
Pee Dee
Central/   
Santee
West/      
Savannah
Southern/            
ACE
 
  Source: South Carolina State Climatology Office 
 
 106 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
I. HAIL 
According to the National Climatic Data Center, the State of South Carolina experienced 3,167 
hail events from 1955 to 2006.  During this 51-year span, all the counties in the state experienced 
hailstorms of varying sizes, up to four inches in diameter.  These events total an estimated 
$55,877,259 in property damage and caused 16 reported injuries.  Since 2006, there have been 
1,084 hail events.  These events have caused 1 injury, 1 death, and almost $3 million in property 
and crop damage.   
 
Details of historical notable hail events are provided below. 
 
Notable Hail Events 
 
April 24, 1999: A super cell thunderstorm moved through Saluda County and produced hail, 
some as large as baseballs, along its entire path.  Homes, buildings, farm equipment, vehicles, 
and crops were damaged.  The thunderstorm, including the associated hail, caused damages 
across a three-mile wide swath.  Property damages were estimated to be $2 million, crop 
damages were estimated to be $2 million, and two injuries were reported. 
 
May 25, 2000: A severe thunderstorm caused straight-line winds and dime size hail in 
Darlington, as well as 2-inch hailstones to the south of the city.  Property damage was estimated 
at $150,000.  The County Agricultural Service reported several areas of crop damage near 
Highway 401, estimated at $10,000.  In Florence, a severe thunderstorm caused large hail and 
wind gusts estimated at over 80 mph.  The largest hail size was estimated at over four inches in 
diameter, causing extensive damage to roof and siding.  Approximately 2,000 homes were 
damaged, with repair costs exceeding 6 million dollars.  The storm knocked out power to over 
20,000 residences.  Two injuries were reported due to broken glass impacted by hail. 
 
Recent Hail Events 
 
March 15, 2008:  The combination of strong winds and golfball sized hail damaged 507 
structures in the far southern part of Greenwood County. Estimated damage in the form of 
broken windows, damaged roofs and siding was 2.8 million dollars. Most of the damage 
occurred between highways 221 and 25.  No injuries or deaths were reported. 
 
May 20, 2008:  In Bamberg County, Law enforcement officials reported tennis ball sized hail. 
Storm surveys found many homes had hail damage to siding, windows, and roofs. Auto and 
home windows were broken. One woman was injured by flying glass in her car while driving. 
Crops were flattened and debris littered the roadways. One fatality was also recorded during this 
event. 
 
Figure 5.10 illustrates the total number of hail events by county since 2006.  Table 5.8 provides 
a summary of hail events by county during the same time period.   
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TABLE 5.8:  SUMMARY OF HAIL ACTIVITY BY COUNTY (2007 - 2009) 








Abbeville 11 $0 1.75" 4/10/2009 
Aiken 33 $0 2.00" 5/20/2008 
Allendale 7 $0 1.25" 3/15/2008 
Anderson 30 $0 4.25" 3/15/2008 
Bamberg 12 $0 2.00" 5/20/2008 
Barnwell 11 $0 1.75” 3/15/2008 
Beaufort 31 $1,000 2.75” 3/15/2008 
Berkeley 97 $2,000 2.00” 4/3/2007 
Calhoun 18 $0 2.00” 6/19/2008 
Charleston 95 $1,000 1.75" 6/20/2008 
Cherokee 11 $0 1.00" 6/12/2007 
Chester 16 $0 2.50" 6/16/2009 
Chesterfield 15 $4,000 1.75" 5/3/2007 
Clarendon 16 $0 1.25" 5/10/2009 
Colleton 34 $1,000 3.00" 5/20/2008 
Darlington 32 $0 1.75" 6/24/2007 
Dillon 9 $0 1.75" 3/15/2008 
Dorchester 44 $0 1.75" 5/4/2009 
Edgefield 15 $0 1.75" 5/11/2008 
Fairfield 12 $0 1.75” 6/16/2009 
Florence 13 $0 1.75” 6/1/2009 
Georgetown 10 $0 1.75” 6/1/2009 
Greenville 53 $0 2.75" 6/16/2009 
Greenwood 15 $2,800,000 2.75” 3/15/2008 
Hampton 3 $0 1.75" 7/27/2009 
Horry 48 $0 1.75" 6/1/2009 
Jasper 6 $0 1.50" 6/16/2009 
Kershaw 23 $0 1.75" 7/17/2009 
Lancaster 11 $0 1.75" 6/11/2007 
Laurens 14 $0 2.00" 6/16/2009 
Lee 15 $0 1.25" 8/7/2008 
Lexington 39 $0 1.75" 8/22/2009 
Marion 7 $0 1.75" 6/5/2007 
Marlboro 12 $0 1.00" 3/15/2008 
McCormick 10 $0 1.75" 3/15/2008 
Newberry 24 $0 1.75" 9/9/2009 
Oconee 12 $0 1.00" 7/23/2009 
Orangeburg 27 $0 1.75" 6/19/2008 
Pickens 22 $0 1.75" 6/18/2009 
Richland 33 $0 1.75" 6/16/2009 
Saluda 13 $0 1.00" 9/9/2009 
Spartanburg 40 $0 1.75" 9/9/2009 
Sumter 31 $0 2.00” 7/27/2007 
Union 14 $0 1.75" 5/6/2009 
Williamsburg 18 $0 1.75" 3/15/2008 
York 22 $0 1.75" 6/16/2009 
TOTAL 1,084 $2,809,000    
Source: National Climatic Data Center 
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FIGURE 5.10:  HAIL STORM ACTIVITY 
 
J. WINTER STORMS 
 
South Carolina’s counties have experienced 140 distinct winter storm (snow and ice) events from 
February 25, 1993 through October 31, 2006 resulting in an estimated $185,926,513 in property 
and crop damage, 2 deaths, and 24 reported injuries.  These events were reported on 78 different 
days19.  Since 2006, there have been 38 winter weather storm events on 9 different days.  These 
events have only caused an approximate $15,000 in damage, with no injuries or deaths.    
 
According to the South Carolina Climatology Office, the state’s greatest monthly accumulation 
of snowfall was 33.9 inches in February of 1969, reported at the Caesars Head station.  Details of  
the most notable historical winter storm events are provided below. 
 
Historical Winter Storm Events in South Carolina 
 
February 8-11, 1973: A snowstorm of historic proportions impacted the state, leaving behind a 
record 24 inches of snow in some areas.  Snowdrifts of up to eight inches were recorded.  
Approximately 30,000 motorists were stranded on the state’s highways—many rescued by 
                                                 
19
 NCDC records for winter storm events can be difficult to interpret.  Many times a single day of winter storm 
activity may be represented by several records in the NCDC database.  Also, damage may be reported across a 
region with no way of determining damage amounts associated with specific counties.      
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helicopter.  Eight exposure-related fatalities were reported.  Over 200 buildings, in addition to 
thousands of awnings and carports, collapsed under the weight of the snow.  Property and road 
damages as well as the cost of snow removal and rescue operations were estimated to total 
approximately $30 million. 
 
March 13, 1993: This winter storm, which possessed an extremely low atmospheric pressure, 
passed across South Carolina bringing damaging winds, recorded snowfalls of as much as 11.5 
feet in portions of the mountains, and snow flurries on the southeast tip of the coast.  Preliminary 
damage assessments at the time were estimated at over $22 million. 
 
January 22-29, 2000: Low pressure rapidly deepened near the Carolina coast, wrapping 
abundant moisture back across the Piedmont of the Carolinas.  By the time snow ended, 
accumulations ranged from 12 to 20 inches.  Due to the heavy wet snow, numerous power 
outages occurred and buildings collapsed.  On January 29, a weakening low pressure system in 
the Ohio River Valley, and a low pressure system along the Gulf Coast, coupled with arctic air 
across the Carolinas, resulted in an icy mess throughout Upstate South Carolina.  Precipitation, 
which briefly began as a light mixture of sleet and snow, quickly turned to freezing rain, 
resulting in a glaze 1/4 to 1/2 inch thick on exposed surfaces.  Power outages were common 
across the region, especially in the Lower Piedmont from Abbeville to Greenwood.  South 
Carolina requested $9.2 million in federal disaster aid to remove snow and downed trees.  A total 
of 38 counties received a Presidential Disaster Declaration. December 4, 2002: An ice storm 
causing $100 million in property damages affected a majority of the counties in the state.  
Abbeville, Anderson, Cherokee, Chester, Greenville, Oconee, Pickens, Greenwood, Laurens, 
Spartanburg, Union, and York counties suffered most of the losses from this event, which 
included ice accumulations up to 1½ inch in some areas.  Hundreds of thousands of homes were 
without power, many for as long as two weeks in some areas.   
 
December 2005:  A winter storm producing ice and snow in the upstate counties of Abbeville, 
Anderson, Cherokee, Chester, Greenville, Laurens, Oconee, Pickens, Spartanburg, Union, and 
York caused almost $1.5 million in property damage due to power outages and housing unit 
damage from falling limbs and trees.  There were four (indirect) fatalities associated with carbon 
monoxide poisoning due to indoor generator use in Anderson.   This winter storm resulted in a 
Presidential Disaster Declaration.   
 
Recent Winter Storm Events 
 
January 18, 2007: There was widespread light precipitation, mainly in the form of freezing rain. 
This produced light ice accretion mainly across the foothills and piedmont during the morning 
hours. There were some slick spots on bridges and overpasses in Lancaster, Newberry, and 
Fairfield Counties, causing $15 thousand dollars in damage. 
 
April 8, 2007:  A late season frost/freeze spread across the upstate causing nearly $1 million in 
crop damage.  It was estimated that as much as 50 percent of the berry crop was lost in the state 
and almost 90 percent of the apple and peach crop across the state was destroyed.  The freeze 
affected 12 counties that day. 
Table 5.9 provides a complete summary of winter storm activity for the period 2007 through 
2009 by county.  Figure 5.11 shows the annual probability of snowfall for South Carolina. 
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TABLE 5.9:  SUMMARY OF WINTER STORM ACTIVITY (2007 – 2009) 
COUNTY RECORDED EVENTS  
DAMAGES 
REPORTED DEATHS INJURIES 
Abbeville 4 $83,333 0 0 
Aiken 0 $0 0 0 
Allendale 1 $0 0 0 
Anderson 4 $83,333 0 0 
Bamberg 0 $0 0 0 
Barnwell 0 $0 0 0 
Beaufort 0 $0 0 0 
Berkeley 1 $0 0 0 
Calhoun 0 $0 0 0 
Charleston 0 $0 0 0 
Cherokee 6 $83,333 0 0 
Chester 10 $83,333 0 0 
Chesterfield 4 $0 0 0 
Clarendon 0 $0 0 0 
Colleton 1 $0 0 0 
Darlington 1 $0 0 0 
Dillon 1 $0 0 0 
Dorchester 1 $0 0 0 
Edgefield 1 $0 0 0 
Fairfield 5 $5,000 0 0 
Florence 1 $0 0 0 
Georgetown 0 $0 0 0 
Greenville 9 $83,333 0 0 
Greenwood 5 $83,333 0 0 
Hampton 1 $0 0 0 
Horry 0 $0 0 0 
Jasper 1 $0 0 0 
Kershaw 2 $0 0 0 
Lancaster 8 $5,000 0 0 
Laurens 5 $83,333 0 0 
Lee 3 $0 0 0 
Lexington 3 $0 0 0 
Marion 1 $0 0 0 
Marlboro 1 $0 0 0 
McCormick 2 $0 0 0 
Newberry 5 $5,000 0 0 
Oconee 8 $83,333 0 0 
Orangeburg 0 $0 0 0 
Pickens 8 $83,333 0 0 
Richland 2 $0 0 0 
Saluda 1 $0 0 0 
Spartanburg 7 $83,333 0 0 
Sumter 2 $0 0 0 
Union 5 $83,333 0 0 
Williamsburg 0 $0 0 0 
York 4 $83,333 0 0 
TOTAL 124 $1,015,000 0 0 
Source: National Climatic Data Center 
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The National Climatic Data Center has recorded 340 lightning events in South Carolina from 
1993 to 2006, resulting in 19 deaths, 72 injuries, and an estimated $40,251,749 in damages.  
Since 2006, there have been 46 reported incidences of lightning around the state.  These events 
have caused $3.8 million in property losses, 16 injuries, and 4 fatalities.   
 
Details of the most notable historical lightning-related events are provided below. 
 
August 23, 1995: The First Recruit Training Battalion, stationed on Paris Island in Beaufort 
County, had been ordered to seek shelter and were walking in platoon formation toward a 
covered area when lightning struck, killing one soldier and injuring six others.   
 
August 16, 1998: A couple was struck by lightning near 13th hole at Colonial Charters Golf 
Course in Horry County.  Although the woman was successfully revived, the man died from the 
strike. 
 
June 24, 2001: Lightning struck a transformer at a manufacturing plant in Cherokee County in 
the Town of Gaffney, shutting it down for more than 24 hours.  This forced shutdown resulted in 
approximately 1,000 employees unable to work and caused $1 million in damages. 
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Recent Lightning Events: 
 
July 30, 2007:  A weak frontal boundary and low level boundary combined to create numerous 
thunderstorms across the lowcountry.  A 22 year old male was struck by lightning and killed 
while walking on the beach in Hilton Head.  His mother was also struck and injured by the 
lightning.  No property damage was recorded. 
 
June 22, 2008:  Lightning struck the roof of a house in Georgetown County and started a fire.  
The fire destroyed the house causing $350,000 in damage.  The homeowner was showering at 
the time and reported being jolted across the bathroom.  No injuries were sustained from the 
event. 
July 29, 2008:  During an isolated severe storm, eight men were struck by lightning in a peach 
orchard in Spartanburg County.  All men sustained injuries, but no fatalities were recorded.   
 
June 28, 2009:  In Horry County, lightning struck the Garden City Baptist Church early Sunday 
morning.  The church caught fire, as well as another building on the premises.  After five hours, 
firefighters finally extinguished the blaze.  The church was destroyed, causing an estimated 
$300,000 in damage. 
 
Table 5.10 provides a complete summary of lightning activity for the period 2007 through 2009 
by county.  Figure 5.12 shows lightning occurrence frequency based on lightning strike records. 
 
TABLE 5.10:SUMMARY OF LIGHTNING STORM ACTIVITY (2007 - 2009) 
COUNTY RECORDED EVENTS  
DAMAGES 
REPORTED DEATHS INJURIES 
Abbeville 0 $0  0 0 
Aiken 1 $0  1 1 
Allendale 0 $0  0 0 
Anderson 1 $50,000  0 0 
Bamberg 0 $0  0 0 
Barnwell 0 $0  0 0 
Beaufort 3 $5,000  1 2 
Berkeley 2 $10,000  0 0 
Calhoun 0 $0  0 0 
Charleston 8 $44,000  0 1 
Cherokee 3 $75,000  0 0 
Chester 0 $0  0 0 
Chesterfield 0 $0  0 0 
Clarendon 0 $0  0 0 
Colleton 1 $10,000  0 0 
Darlington 0 $0  0 0 
Dillon 0 $0  0 0 
Dorchester 2 $5,000  0 1 
Edgefield 0 $0  0 0 
Fairfield 0 $0  0 0 
Florence 1 $500,000  0 0 
Georgetown 4 $365,000  0 1 
Greenville 2 205000 0 0 
Greenwood 0 $0  0 0 
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COUNTY RECORDED EVENTS  
DAMAGES 
REPORTED DEATHS INJURIES 
Hampton 0 $0  0 0 
Horry 6 $796,000  0 1 
Jasper 0 $0  0 0 
Kershaw 0 $0  0 0 
Lancaster 0 $0  0 0 
Laurens 0 $0  0 0 
Lee 0 $0  0 0 
Lexington 0 $0  0 0 
Marion 0 $0  0 0 
Marlboro 0 $0  0 0 
McCormick 1 $200,000  0 0 
Newberry 0 $0  0 0 
Oconee 1 $500,000  0 0 
Orangeburg 1 $0  1 0 
Pickens 0 $0  0 0 
Richland 2 $720,000  0 0 
Saluda 0 $0  0 0 
Spartanburg 4 $125,000  1 9 
Sumter 1 $16,000  0 0 
Union 1 $45,000  0 0 
Williamsburg 0 $0  0 0 
York 1 $150,000  0 0 
TOTAL 46 $3,821,000 4 16 
        Source: National Climatic Data Center  
FIGURE 5.12: LIGHTNING OCCURRENCE FREQUENCY (10-YEAR RECORD) 
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L. COASTAL EROSION 
In 1977, the South Carolina General Assembly passed the South Carolina Tidelands and 
Wetlands Act ( also known as the SC Coastal Zone Management Act), creating a state coastal 
zone management agency known as the South Carolina Coastal Council (SCCC), with 
jurisdiction over the state’s beaches and other “critical areas” in the coastal zone (8 coastal 
counties).  The coastal program  is now administered by the Department of Health and 
Environmental Control’s Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (DHEC-OCRM).   
 
From 1977 to 1988, permits to armor the shorelines with bulkheads, seawalls, and revetments 
were granted by the SCCC on a regular basis and property owners were allowed to build large 
commercial structures immediately landward of the sand dune line, out of the jurisdiction of the 
SCCC.  Recognizing that the state law did not give the SCCC the jurisdictional authority to 
adequately protect the state’s beaches and dune systems and because there was growing concern 
that the recreational beach were being lost, the South Carolina General Assembly passed the 
Beachfront Management Act in 1988. The Beachfront management Act  gave the SCCC 
additional regulatory authority over oceanfront property and established a beach-monitoring 
program.20  This monitoring program collects beach and nearshore profiles once per year.   
 
In the Annual “State of the Beaches Report” prepared by the staff of the DHEC-OCRM for 2008, 
it was noted that there are four  beaches most vulnerable to erosion due to sand deficits: 
 
• Hunting Island-Several cabins on the southwestern end of the island were lost to erosion 
during 2007 and 2008, and other cabins remain threatened. 
 
• Harbor Island-Chronic erosion in portions of the northeastern end of the island has 
resulted in ocean water coming up under several houses at high tide. 
 
• Sullivan’s Island-Similar to harbor island, chronic erosion at the northeastern end of the 
island near Breach Inlet has also resulted in ocean water coming up under several houses 
at high tide.  
 
• Pawleys Island-Many houses on the southern end of the island, near pawleys Inlet have 
minimal protection. The parking area which provides most of the public beach access in 
Georgetown County is in jeopardy..   
 
According to the USGS’s National Assessment of Shoreline Change, the shoreline change trend 
for the entire South Carolina coast is net erosion for 51% of the shore at an average rate of -0.5 ± 
3.0 meters per year.   
 
In 2005, US Army Corps of Engineers awarded Folly Beach, SC $12 million for beach 
renourishment to protect the shoreline.  This project renourished 28,200 linear feet of shoreline 
in Charleston County and required more than 2 million cubic yards of beach quality sand.  In 
2007, USACE awarded Myrtle Beach, SC with renourishment funding as well.  This project 
                                                 
20
  Approximately 400 survey benchmarks, located along the South Carolina coast, are used as reference points to 
monitor beach erosion over time.   
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required over 1.5 million cubic yards of sand applied over a 9 mile stretch of beach.  This 
funding also provided North Myrtle Beach with750,000 cubic yard of sand for 8.6 miles of 
beach.  The project cost for the entire Grand Strand area from North Myrtle Beach to Garden 
City was approximately $40 million dollars. 
 
Table 5.11 provides a list of beach renourishment projects along the coast of South Carolina 
from 1985 to 2008 and includes the state’s cost share.    Total state expenditures during this 
period totaled approximately $45,300,000. 
 
TABLE 5.11: SUMMARY OF BEACH RESTORATION PROJECTS (1985–2007) 









Myrtle Beach, 1986-1987  4.5   4.5 
Seabrook Island, 1990 1.5    1.5 
Debidue Beach, 1990 1.0    1.0 
Hilton Head Island, 1990  2.0 8.0  10.0 
Hunting Island, 1991   2.9  2.9 
Folly Beach, 1993    3.5 11.5 15.0 
Edisto Beach, 1995  0.5 1.0  1.5 
Grand Strand, 1996-1998  9.0 9.0 36.0 54.0 
Hilton Head Island 1997  11.0   11.0 
Sullivans Island 1998   0.2  0.2 
Debidue Beach, 1998  1.5    1.5 
Pawleys Island, 1998   1.3  1.3 
Folly Beach, 1998    0.1  0.1 
Daufuskie Island, 1998 6.0    6.0 
Hilton Head Island, 1999  1.2   1.2 
Edisto Beach, 2000   0.3  0.3 
Folly Beach, 2005  1.0  11.5 12.5 
Edisto Beach, 2006  3.0 4.7  7.7 
Debidue Beach, 2006 5.6    5.6 
Hunting Island, 200622   8.5  8.5 
Hilton Head Island, 2007   19.0   19.0 
Folly Beach 2007    7.5 7.5 
MB/Grand Strand 2008  4.8 4.8 30.8 40.4 
Isle of Palms 2008 7.1 2.8 <1.0  10.6 
TOTALS 22.7 58.85 45.3 97.3 223.8 
Note: All costs are in millions of dollars. 






                                                 
21
 State money allocated to the SC Beach Restoration and Improvement Trust Fund, which was created in 2001, can 
be used to fund beach renourishment, improved public beach access, and beach erosion monitoring.   
22
 Hunting Island 2006 project includes $4.5 million for sand renoursihment and $4 million for new groin 
construction.   
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Figure 5.13 shows shoreline erosion rates in feet-per-year for South Carolina’s coastal region 
based on a recent assessment by DHEC_OCRM (2008-2010). 
 




 117 Hazard Mitigation Plan 






 118 Hazard Mitigation Plan 




M. DAM/LEVEE FAILURE 
According to the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control, there are 
2,313 dams in the State of South Carolina.23  Of that total, 153 dams in the state are considered to 
have high hazard potential, 473 dams are considered to have significant hazard potential, leaving 
1668 that are considered to have low hazard potential.  Dam hazard definitions, as accepted by 
the National Interagency Committee on Dam Safety, are as follows: 
1. LOW HAZARD POTENTIAL—Dams assigned the low hazard potential classification 
are those where failure or mis-operation results in no probable loss of human life and 
low economic and/or environmental losses.  Losses are principally limited to the 
owner’s property. 
2. SIGNIFICANT HAZARD POTENTIAL—Dams assigned the significant hazard 
potential classification are those dams where failure or mis-operation results in no 
probable loss of human life but can cause economic loss, environment damage, 
disruption of lifeline facilities, or impact other concerns.  Significant hazard potential 
classification dams are often located in predominantly rural or agricultural areas but 
could be located in populated areas with significant infrastructure. 
                                                 
23
 The total number of dams used in this subsection (2,165) represents state-regulated and federally-regulated dams 
only.  It is estimated that South Carolina contains over 50,000 dams, the vast majority of which are not regulated by 
any state or federal agency and therefore accurate, reliable and meaningful data for these dams is not readily 
available.  
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3. HIGH HAZARD POTENTIAL—Dams assigned the high hazard potential classification 
are those where failure or mis-operation will probably result in the loss of human life.  
 
Between 1990 and 2003, the state reported a total of 9 dam failures.  This data has been updated 
as of the March 2010 revision of this plan.  Table 5.12 provides a summary of dam hazard data 
as well as dam failures by county during this period.  Figure 5.14 shows dam locations 
throughout the state. 
 
The National Performance of Dams Program (a cooperative effort of engineers and dam safety 
professionals in the U.S. to create an information resource on dams and their performance of 
dams) maintains a database of dam failure events.   
 
TABLE 5.12:  NATIONAL PERFORMANCE OF DAMS PROGRAM – HISTORIC DAM 
FAILURE DATA 
Dam Name Incident Date Incident Type 
Dam 
Failure 
Wateree 1916 Inflow Flood - Hydrologic Event Yes 
Lake Lanier Dam 1926 Piping Yes 
Lakeside Dam 9/18/1975 Inflow Flood - Hydrologic Event Yes 
Jackson Creek Watershed 10/27/1977 Piping Yes 
Lake Keowee Cofferdam 10/1978 Not Known Yes 
Huttos Lake Dam 9/9/1979 Inflow Flood - Hydrologic Event Yes 
Tutens Mill Pond 3/14/1980 Inflow Flood - Hydrologic Event Yes 
Kendall Lake Dam 10/10/1990 Inflow Flood - Hydrologic Event Yes 
Brewer Gold Company 
Dam 1 10/10/1990 Not Known Yes 
Unnamed Dam 
(SCS00005) 7/18/1990 Piping Yes 
Lower Twin Lakes Dam 8/2/1991 Inflow Flood - Upstream Dam Failure Yes 
Upper Twin Lakes Dam 8/2/1991 Inflow Flood - Hydrologic Event Yes 
Saxe - Gotha Millpond 
Dam 6/27/1994 
Inflow Flood - Hydrologic Event; Gate 
Misoperation Yes 
Lake Pauline Dam 6/27/1994 Inflow Flood - Upstream Dam Failure Yes 
Malcolm B. Rawls Dam 7/24/1997 Inflow Flood - Upstream Dam Failure Yes 
Starnes/Brown Dam 7/24/1997 Inflow Flood - Upstream Dam Failure Yes 
        Source: National Performance of Dams Program 
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TABLE 5.13:        SUMMARY OF COUNTY DAM/LEVEE HAZARD DATA (2007 - 2009) 







Abbeville 0 5 17 0 
Aiken 13 28 99 0 
Allendale 0 3 15 0 
Anderson 4 12 58 0 
Bamberg 1 0 20 0 
Barnwell 2 14 20 0 
Beaufort 0 0 16 0 
Berkeley 0 4 18 0 
Calhoun 1 11 99 0 
Charleston 0 0 5 0 
Cherokee 1 10 30 0 
Chester 7 14 8 0 
Chesterfield 2 25 52 0 
Clarendon 0 3 27 0 
Colleton 0 0 12 0 
Darlington 2 11 35 0 
Dillon 0 4 14 0 
Dorchester 1 2 5 0 
Edgefield 6 26 73 0 
Fairfield 0 5 33 0 
Florence 1 3 25 0 
Georgetown 0 0 11 0 
Greenville 19 38 88 0 
Greenwood 0 12 22 0 
Hampton 0 1 18 0 
Horry 0 5 22 0 
Jasper 0 0 15 0 
Kershaw 4 10 52 0 
Lancaster 5 3 38 0 
Laurens 1 14 70 0 
Lee 0 4 21 0 
Lexington 15 12 83 0 
Marion 0 2 6 0 
Marlboro 2 15 31 0 
McCormick 0 1 12 0 
Newberry 0 3 35 0 
Oconee 4 15 31 0 
Orangeburg 6 30 102 0 
Pickens 5 6 51 0 
Richland 30 36 37 0 
Saluda 1 6 26 0 
Spartanburg 11 42 88 0 
Sumter 0 11 42 0 
Union 1 9 9 0 
Williamsburg 0 3 22 0 
York 6 14 38 0 
TOTAL 151 472 1651 0 
Source: South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
*There have been no significant dam failures since 
 121 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  




While South Carolina is not widely known for its earthquakes, it is in fact seismically active and 
experiences between two and five felt earthquakes a year.  These earthquakes tend to be between 
magnitude 2.0 and 5.0 on the Richter scale and cause little damage, approximately 71 
earthquakes of this size were recorded in SC between 1973 and 2007, as shown in the image 
from the USGS/NEIC below.  However, the number of smaller, not felt, earthquakes is actually 
much larger and only recorded at local stations around the state.   
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All 46 counties in South Carolina are susceptible to the effects of earthquakes.  In South 
Carolina, there are three main causes: reservoir induced seismicity, reactivated faulting, and 
Appalachian rise.  Reservoir induced seismicity occurs when large man-made lakes and 
reservoirs are created.  The new weight of the water on the land is much greater than the 
previous weight of the land, which changes the stress on the earth.  More commonly, reservoirs 
increase the groundwater pore pressure decreasing the effective strength of the rock under the 
reservoir.  The Monticello Reservoir in Fairfield county is an excellet example.  In 1997, there 
were 235 recorded earthquakes in this region, all with a magnitude under 2.0.   
 
Reactivated faulting occurs when new stress on the plates creates movement along old zones of 
weakness.  Old fault lines then begin to shift.  The reoccurring earthquakes in the 
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FIGURE 5.15:  FAULT SYSTEM IN SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 
The last cause of earthquakes is Appalachian rise. When the Appalachian Mountains erode, 
weight is removed from the land.  This causes the mountains to rise like a boat.  When this 
happens, differential movement in this region along fault lines generates earthquakes.   Events 
occurring in the upstate are generally caused by this action. 
 
A discussion of earthquake regions and seismic characteristics of the state are found in the 
following paragraphs.  A regional map is found in Figure 5.16 and a map of seismic 
characteristics and potential dangers are found in Figures 5.17 and 5.18. 
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FIGURE 5.16:  EARTHQUAKE REGIONS IN SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 Source: South Carolina Earthquake Education & Preparedness Program 
 
Region 1:  Lowcountry – Coastal counties and coastal plain with mainly very young (< 2 million 
years) surficial sediments.  The earthquake source is the Summerville/Middleton Place region 
(location of the 1886 earthquake), in addition to potential sources near Georgetown and Bluffton 
(based on paleo-liquifaction).  There is a high liquefaction potential and tsunami hazard along 
coastline.  Counties in this region include: Horry, Georgetown, Charleston, Berkeley, 
Dorchester, Beaufort, Jasper, Marion, Williamsburg, Colleton, Hampton, and Florence. 
 
Earthquake Risk:  Talwani and Schaeffer (2001) from the University of South Carolina used 
evidence from previous earthquakes to determine how often earthquakes like the 1886 
earthquake have occurred in the Charleston/Coastal area.  They determined that earthquakes in 
the Charleston area appear to occur about every 400-500 years and there is a possibility that large 
earthquakes may occur in Georgetown and Bluffton on ~2000 year cycles.  Unfortunately, their 
data set is limited to only the last 6000 years because of changes in groundwater levels which 
affect the formation of earthquake features.  Thus, it seems that it is unlikely that a large 
earthquake will occur soon in the Lowcountry, however, statistically there is a 1/400 chance that 
a large earthquake will occur each year.  Smaller (<5.5-6) earthquakes don’t tend to leave much 
evidence behind for scientists to find later, so it is unclear how often these occur in this area. 
 
Region 2:  Midlands – Counties on coastal plain with largely older (< 2 million years) surficial 
sediments and includes the Fall Line as a potential earthquake source.  Counties in this region 
include: Dillon, Marlboro, Chesterfield, Darlington, Lee, Kershaw, Sumter, Clarendon, Richland, 
Calhoun, Orangeburg, Lexington, Aiken, Barnwell, Bamberg, and Allendale. 
 
Earthquake Risk:  The Midland area is not known to have experienced any large earthquakes in 
the past, however, in recent years a number of smaller earthquakes have shaken residents in the 
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counties near the Fall Line.  The Fall Line of South Carolina represents a change in geology and 
also is the location of a very large fault system that stretches across the state.  Until recently this 
fault line was considered relatively inactive; however, the recent earthquakes along this 
boundary indicate that it may be mildly active and accommodating stress generated a long way 
away at the Mid-Atlantic Ridge.  So far the earthquakes in the Midlands have been small 
(magnitude 2-4) and caused minimal damage.  The two earthquakes near Florence in the fall of 
2006 caused minor damage to homes located on weaker soils and swampy land.  Damage to 
homes is unlikely in small earthquakes; however, the thin cover of loose sediment in parts of the 
Midlands and especially the swampy areas can increase the amplitude of the earthquake waves 
and increase the shaking felt. 
 
Region 3:  Piedmont/Blue Ridge – Counties lie on almost entirely an igneous/metamorphic 
basement with local river valley alluvium and weathered bedrock cover.  This region contains 
the source of 1913 Union County earthquake.  Oconee, Pickens, Anderson, Greenville, 
Spartanburg, Cherokee, Union, York, Chester, Laurens, Newberry, Fairfield, Lancaster, 
Abbeville, Greenwood, McCormick, Saluda, and Edgefield County are found in the upstate. 
 
Earthquake Risk:  Generally, the Piedmont/Blue Ridge and Midlands section of South Carolina 
are considered at a low risk of major (magnitude 6+) earthquakes.  However, in 1913 Union 
County South Carolina experienced an earthquake that by today’s standards would probably be 
measured as a 5.5 on the Richter scale.  Not much is known about the cause of the Union County 
earthquake because of the lack of technology at the time, but at the present time, the risk of a 
major earthquake is considered to be low.  The Piedmont/Blue Ridge area is also susceptible to 
smaller earthquakes (magnitude 2-4) in other locations, especially near dams.  The USC seismic 
stations have recorded numerous small earthquakes associated with dams in the Piedmont/Blue 
Ridge area and some smaller earthquakes distributed around the area.  These small earthquakes 
not associated with dams may be associated with the uplift of the Appalachian Mountains as is 
seen in other areas near the mountains.  Earthquakes in this region are likely to be felt over large 
areas because of the relatively unbroken mass of rock they occur in.  This allows earthquake 
waves to travel long distances before they become attenuated and are no longer felt.  Because 
most buildings are built on solid rock, earthquakes will cause less damage than earthquakes in 
the Lowcountry because solid rock does not increase the amplitude of earthquake waves, 
whereas loose sediment can increase the shaking by increasing the amplitude of the waves. 
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Historical Earthquake Activity 
 
The National Geophysical Data Center has 
1,086 data records of earthquake activity in 
the State of South Carolina from December 
16, 1811 through June 9, 1985.  During this 
time period, the Modified Mercalli Scale 
Intensity (given in Roman Numerals) of these 
events ranged from a II up to an X in 
intensity.  To help put this scale into 
perspective, the devastating Charleston 
earthquake of 1886 was an X.  An earthquake 
with a Modified Mercalli Scale Intensity 
(MMI) of VI or greater is likely to cause 
structural damages, injuries and possible 
deaths. 
 
On August 31, 1886, an earthquake occurred in Charleston, South Carolina that is considered to 
be one of the most damaging earthquakes to occur in the southeast United States.  This 
earthquake killed over 76 people and left most structures in the Charleston area damaged or 
destroyed, resulting in an estimated $23 million24 in damage.  Although Charleston and the cities 
and towns nearby suffered most of the damage, cities located as far away as Georgia and North 
Carolina were affected.  According to the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), “The total area 
affected by this earthquake covered more than five million square kilometers and included 
distant points such as New York City, Boston and Milwaukee in the United States, and Havana, 
Cuba and Bermuda.  All or parts of 30 states and Ontario, Canada, felt the principal earthquake.”  
Below is a map of the shaking intensity from the 1886 earthquake. 
 
                                                 
24
 Other sources quote South Carolina damages for this event at $5.5 million.   
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In late 1912 and early 1913, two earthquakes occurred in Union County, South Carolina.  The 
second occurred on the afternoon of January 1, 1913, and was felt from Georgia to Virginia.  
Witnesses report the earthquake was accompanied by a loud roaring noise.  A house in Union 
County and chimneys in Union, Spartanburg, and Cherokee Counties were destroyed.  The shock 
was felt for more than 30 seconds in Raleigh, North Carolina.  Isoseismals showed an elliptical 
area of approximately 43,000 square miles felt the disturbance.  Although only minor damage 
occurred, the intensity of the earthquake was a VII and is the largest know earthquake to have 
occurred in South Carolina outside of the Charleston area. 
 
From 1989–1993 an increase in earthquake activity was noted.  Seismologists consider almost 
half of South Carolina counties as being at high risk for seismic events because of the state’s 
seismic history and current seismic activity.  In 2002, 17 earthquake events were recorded in  the 
Middleton Place-Summerville Seismic Zone (MPSSZ), which is located approximately 13 miles 
northwest of Charleston, with magnitudes ranging from 0.68 to 3.03.  In addition, two 
earthquakes occurred on the continental shelf approximately 16 miles offshore of Seabrook and 
Kiawah Islands.  The offshore earthquake recorded on November 11, 2002 had a magnitude of 
4.32 and was felt over a wide area from Wilmington, North Carolina south to Savannah, Georgia 
and inland to areas around Columbia.  Fortunately, there were no reports of damage associated 
with this event. Between 2002 and 2005, there were no major earthquakes.   
 
Table 5.14 lists all earthquakes recorded by the National Geophysical Data Center with 
Modified Mercalli Scale Intensity (MMI) levels of VI or greater for the period 1811 through 
1985.  Figure 5.18 shows peak ground acceleration (PGA) with a 10 percent chance of 
exceedence in 50 years.  Figure 5.19 shows major historic earthquake epicenters (magnitude 3.0 
or greater on the Richter Scale) within the state.25 
                                                 
25
 Figure 5.14 references earthquake magnitudes up to 6.9 on the Richter Scale based on information provided by the 
University of South Carolina Seismic Network.  Some other official records classify the 1886 Charleston earthquake 
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TABLE 5.14 






SCALE INTENSITY  
Charleston 12/16/1811 VI 
Georgetown 12/16/1811 VI 
Lexington 12/16/1811 VI 
Richland 12/16/1811 VI 
Charleston 01/23/1812 VI 
Unknown 02/07/1812 VI 
Abbeville 09/01/1886 VIII 
Aiken 09/01/1886 VI 
Allendale 09/01/1886 VIII 
Anderson 09/01/1886 VII 
Bamberg 09/01/1886 VII 
Barnwell 09/01/1886 VII 
Lexington 09/01/1886 VIII 
Saluda 09/01/1886 VIII 
Beaufort 09/01/1886 IX 
Marlboro 09/01/1886 VIII 
Lee 09/01/1886 VII 
Cherokee 09/01/1886 VI 
Berkeley 09/01/1886 X 
Hampton 09/01/1886 VI 
Kershaw 09/01/1886 VIII 
Charleston 09/01/1886 X 
Chesterfield 09/01/1886 VIII 
McCormick 09/01/1886 VIII 
Laurens 09/01/1886 VII 
Columbia 09/01/1886 VIII 
Horry 09/01/1886 VI 
Spartanburg 09/01/1886 VII 
Darlington 09/01/1886 VIII 
Edgefield 09/01/1886 VIII 
Orangeburg 09/01/1886 VII 
Florence 09/01/1886 VIII 
Georgetown 09/01/1886 VIII 
Greenville 09/01/1886 VIII 
Greenwood 09/01/1886 VIII 
Jasper 09/01/1886 VI 
Lancaster 09/01/1886 VI 
Clarendon 09/01/1886 VII 
Marion 09/01/1886 VII 
Pickens 09/01/1886 VI 
Fairfield 09/01/1886 VI 
Darlington 09/01/1886 VII 
Sumter 09/01/1886 VII 
                                                                                                                                                 
as up to a 7.3 magnitude event instead of a 6.9 magnitude event.  Date of occurrence is listed Universal Coordinated 
Time. 
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SCALE INTENSITY  
Dorchester 09/01/1886 X 
Oconee 09/01/1886 VII 
Charleston 10/22/1886 VI 
Berkeley 10/22/1886 VII 
Dorchester 10/22/1886 VI 
Charleston 06/12/1912 VI 
Berkeley 06/12/1912 VII 
Dorchester 06/12/1912 VII 
Union 01/01/1913 VII 
Charleston 08/03/1959 VI 
Berkeley 08/03/1959 VI 
Dorchester 08/03/1959 VI 
Chesterfield 10/27/1959 VI 
Newberry 07/13/1971 VI 
Charleston 11/22/1974 VI 
Berkeley 11/22/1974 VI 
Dorchester 11/22/1974 VI 
Sumter 01/18/1977 VI 
Charleston 01/18/1977 VI 
Berkeley 01/18/1977 VI 
Dorchester 01/18/1977 VI 
Source: National Geophysical Data Center 
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FIGURE 5.19:  MAJOR HISTORIC EARTHQUAKES 
 
 132 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
FIGURE 5.20:  MAP OF HISTORICAL SEISMICITY (M>3) NEAR CHARLESTON, 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
Source: USGS, 2008 Update of United States National Seismic Hazard Maps 
 
Recent Earthquake Activity: 
 
Since 2005, there have been a few felt earthquakes in South Carolina.  In September 2006, two 
earthquakes of magnitude 3.5 and 3.7 were felt in the Peedee region of the state in Florence 
County.   In 2007, there were four felt earthquakes but no damage was reported.  In December of 
2008, a 3.6 magnitude earthquake struck the Lowcountry.  Several people reported minor injuries 
and damage.   Seven earthquakes were felt in 2009, with the largest having a magnitude of 3.2 in 
Summerville, SC.  This earthquake occurred on September 13, 2009 and is the most recent felt 
earthquake in the state.  Figure 5.21 depicts the future potential intensities we could expect to 
experience in the state.   
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FIGURE 5.21:  PROJECTED EARTHQUAKE INTENSITIES FOR SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 Source: SC Department of Natural Resources 
 
O. LANDSLIDES 
According to the South Carolina Geological Survey, the lack of data, including reports or 
technical papers addressing landslides in South Carolina suggests that there have been no 
significant events resulting in the loss of life or significant property damage.  Therefore, it is 
assumed that this hazard is not a significant enough threat to warrant further analysis or a 
detailed vulnerability assessment. 
 
Upstate South Carolina most closely fits the typical landslide topography as outlined by the U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS), with steep slopes on Table Rock, Caesars Head and Glassy 
Mountain as areas having rock slides.  In the Piedmont, minor landslides are more prevalent due 
to slope failure of saprolite and soil, leading to gully formation.  These are primarily triggered by 
rain events and erosion.  In the state’s Coastal Plain, riverbanks are susceptible to slope failure 
on a larger scale, causing erosion. 
 
Figure 5.22 shows landslide susceptibility and incidence throughout the state according to the 
USGS. 
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FIGURE 5.22:  LANDSLIDE SUSCEPTIBILITY AND INCIDENCE 
 
5.22
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P. SINKHOLES 
There is no recorded historical evidence of sinkhole occurrence in the State of South Carolina.  
There is no indication that the sinkhole hazard is a significant enough threat to the state to 
warrant further analysis or a detailed vulnerability assessment. 
 
Q. TSUNAMI 
Although tsunamis are associated with Pacific Rim states, historical evidence does indicate that 
tsunamis have affected the Eastern United States.  Tsunami events along the East Coast are not 
the result of traditional sources of tsunami waves (i.e., subduction zones such as the Cascadia 
Subduction Zone), but rather are typically the result of slumping or landsliding associated with 
local earthquakes or with wave action associated with strong storms such as hurricanes.  Other 
possible causes of tsunami-like activity along the East Coast could include explosive 
decompression of underwater methane deposits, the impact of a heavenly body (i.e., an asteroid, 
comet or oceanic meteor splashdown), or a large underwater explosion.  One significant 
contributing factor to tsunami-related damage is the massive amount of moving debris possible 
during a tsunami event—including manmade debris such as boats and on-shore debris as the 
tsunami strikes land.  
 
To cite one commonly referenced example in terms of Atlantic tsunamis, a severe earthquake 
registering 7.2 on the Richter Scale on November 18, 1929 in the Grand Banks of Newfoundland 
generated a tsunami that caused considerable damage and loss of life at Placentia Bay, 
Newfoundland and is also known to have impacted the New England and mid-east shoreline.   
 
Two offshore areas are currently under investigation according to a 2002 National Geophysical 
Data Center report.  One area of interest consists of large cracks northeast of Cape Hatteras that 
could signal the early stages of an underwater landslide that could result in a tsunami.  The other 
area of interest consists of submarine canyons approximately 150 kilometers from Atlantic City, 
New Jersey.  A significant factor for consideration with regard to these areas is recent 
discoveries along the East Coast that demonstrate the existence of pressurized hydrates and 
pressurized water layers in the continental shelf.  This has produced speculation among the 
scientific community on possible triggers that could cause sudden and perhaps violent releases of 
compressed material that may cause landslides and tsunami waves.   
 
The tsunami threat for South Carolina is relatively low, and any tsunamis would likely be small 
and mostly inundate the beaches.  Although the risk is low, the consequences could be high.  
Tsunamis have been recorded on the U.S. Atlantic Coast in 1755, 1884, 1886, and in 1929.  In 
fact, 40 tsunamis and tsunami-like waves have been documented in the Eastern United States 
since 160026.  The August 31, 1886, Charleston, SC, earthquake had an estimated magnitude of 
7.3 with the epicenter estimated to be just onshore.  In South Carolina, the maximum run-ups for 
this event measured in the range of 0.5 to 20 inches.  No fatalities were attributed to this event, 
although any tsunami run-up over three feet is dangerous to people and property. 
 
Schools, playgrounds, hospitals, factories and homes are often built in areas vulnerable to 
tsunamis. The TsunamiReady Program, developed by the National Weather Service, is designed 
                                                 
26
 This was documented in an article written by representatives from the National Geophysical Data Center in 
Volume 20, Number 3 of The International Journal of The Tsunami Society.   
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to help cities, towns, counties, universities and other large sites in coastal areas reduce the 
potential for disastrous tsunami-related consequences. 
 
TsunamiReady helps community leaders and emergency managers strengthen their local 
operations. TsunamiReady communities are better prepared to save lives through better planning, 
education and awareness. Communities have fewer fatalities and property damage if they plan 
before a tsunami arrives. No community is tsunami proof, but TsunamiReady can help minimize 
loss to your community. South Carolina has five sites located in two counties and three 
communities as seen in figure 5-23. 
 
FIGURE 5.23:  SOUTH CAROLINA TSUNAMIREADY SITES AND COMMUNITIES 
 




• Charleston  
• Horry  
• Georgetown 
• Myrtle Beach  
• Surfside Beach  
• North Myrtle Beach  
 
 137 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
R. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (HAZMAT) INCIDENT: FIXED AND MOBILE  
According to the HAZUS-MH MR3 database, there are 18,593 hazardous materials facilities in 
the state.  The counties with the greatest concentration of these facilities are Charleston and 
Greenville Counties.  Mobile hazardous materials incidents can be expected to occur along 
highways, interstates, railroads and waterways.   
 
The following information was taken from the State of South Carolina Hazards Assessment 
(2008).  See this document to obtain more information on the methodologies used to determine 
the probability, social, and place vulnerability scores.  
 
Data analyzed represent the number of hazardous materials spills reported to the national 
Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS).  These spills include those from fixed 
facilities and transportation sources by county from 1987-2008. 
 
Hazard Probability Scores for HAZMAT Hazard Category 
 
There have been 1,464 reported HAZMAT incidents in South Carolina since 2005.  Two 
counties have had more than one hundred HAZMAT release incidents during this time period: 
Charleston (433) and Beaufort (109).  Most of the HAZMAT releases were from fixed facilities 
(476), followed by stationary vessels (265), highway accidents (200) and railroad releases (200). 
 
The most significant of these release events was the Graniteville train derailment and subsequent 
chlorine release that occurred on January 6, 2005.  This event occurred when a Norfolk Southern 
freight train with 42 cars struck a train with one locomotive and two cars at an Avondale Mills 
textile facility at about 2:40 a.m.  A total of sixteen cars derailed, three of which were carrying 
ninety tons of chlorine each.  One of the derailed tanker cars ruptured and leaked chlorine gas for 
most of the day.  This incident caused nine fatalities, 250 people were treated at local hospitals, 
and a mandatory evacuation forced the displacement of about 5400 of the areas’ 7,000 residents. 
 
Recent HAZMAT Activity 
 
Since 2006, there have been 1,109 HAZMAT incidents in South Carolina.  Charleston County 
had the highest number of events with 358 from 2007 through 2009.  Richland County had the 
second highest number with 108 incidences.  Other top counties include Horry, Beaufort, 
Spartanburg, Greenville and Berkeley Counties.  Marion County did not have any recorded 
events during the time period.  Counties with two or fewer events include Bamberg, Barnwell, 
Clarendon, Edgefield, Hampton, Laurens, McCormick and Lee counties.   
 
Social Vulnerability Scores 
 
The highest Social Vulnerability scores were in Saluda, Dillon, Marlboro, Lee, and McCormick 
Counties.  The middle choropleth map in Figure 5.16 represents the Social Vulnerability scores 
for the state. 
 
Place Vulnerability Scores for HAZMAT Hazard Category 
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Charleston County has the highest Place Vulnerability Score in the state due to the high hazard 
vulnerability; however the impact of the low social vulnerability score offsets the total place 
vulnerability.  Other counties with moderate levels of place vulnerability include Berkeley and 
Horry counties (gray category).  Beaufort is in the moderate hazard, elevated social vulnerability 
category (red), while Greenville and Spartanburg are in the moderate hazard, limited social 
vulnerability category (light blue).   High priority should be given to this hazard within 
Charleston County.  The bottom choropleth map in Figure 5.24 represents the Place 
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FIGURE 5.24:   
HAZARD FREQUENCY OF OCCURRENCE, SOCIAL VULNERABILITY, AND PLACE 
VULNERABILITY SCORES FOR HAZMAT HAZARDS 
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TABLE 5.15: COUNTIES RANKED BY PLACE VULNERABILITY FOR HAZMAT (1987 – 2008) 
Rank County SoVI Standardized Hazard Standardized Place 
1 Charleston -1.265 0.11 12,204.55 1 1.114 
2 Saluda 7.315 1 395.45 0.02 1.024 
3 Dillon 5.769 0.84 245.45 0.01 0.852 
4 Marlboro 4.797 0.74 127.27 0 0.742 
5 Lee 4.678 0.73 259.09 0.01 0.741 
6 Jasper 4.565 0.72 250 0.01 0.728 
7 McCormick 4.585 0.72 200 0.01 0.726 
8 Beaufort 2.764 0.53 1,977.27 0.16 0.685 
9 Allendale 3.954 0.65 159.09 0 0.658 
10 Berkeley 1.78 0.43 2,000.00 0.16 0.585 
11 Clarendon 3.118 0.57 154.55 0 0.571 
12 Hampton 2.939 0.55 190.91 0.01 0.556 
13 Newberry 2.742 0.53 259.09 0.01 0.541 
14 Calhoun 2.635 0.52 368.18 0.02 0.539 
15 Orangeburg 1.131 0.36 1,700.00 0.13 0.494 
16 Fairfield 2.133 0.46 350 0.02 0.486 
17 Georgetown 1.143 0.36 1,550.00 0.12 0.483 
18 Chesterfield 1.955 0.45 213.64 0.01 0.456 
19 Horry 0.433 0.29 1,922.73 0.15 0.44 
20 Edgefield 1.657 0.42 172.73 0.01 0.422 
21 Richland 0.435 0.29 1,490.91 0.11 0.405 
22 Bamberg 1.401 0.39 127.27 0 0.392 
23 Sumter 0.905 0.34 645.45 0.05 0.383 
24 Barnwell 1.045 0.35 195.45 0.01 0.36 
25 York -0.505 0.19 1,627.27 0.13 0.319 
26 Colleton 0.393 0.29 431.82 0.03 0.313 
27 Dorchester -0.072 0.24 772.73 0.06 0.293 
28 Williamsburg 0.122 0.26 145.45 0 0.261 
29 Greenville -1.646 0.07 2,222.73 0.18 0.25 
30 Marion 0.011 0.25 104.55 0 0.246 
31 Darlington -0.573 0.19 450 0.03 0.214 
32 Florence -0.927 0.15 831.82 0.06 0.209 
33 Spartanburg -2.179 0.02 2,154.55 0.17 0.189 
34 Laurens -0.961 0.15 381.82 0.02 0.169 
35 Aiken -1.372 0.1 809.09 0.06 0.162 
36 Abbeville -1.054 0.14 100 0 0.136 
37 Chester -1.357 0.1 463.64 0.03 0.135 
38 Lexington -2.081 0.03 1,245.45 0.09 0.124 
39 Greenwood -1.55 0.08 468.18 0.03 0.115 
40 Cherokee -1.769 0.06 704.55 0.05 0.112 
41 Kershaw -2.036 0.03 700 0.05 0.084 
42 Lancaster -1.657 0.07 181.82 0.01 0.08 
43 Pickens -2.082 0.03 600 0.04 0.071 
44 Oconee -2.27 0.01 809.09 0.06 0.069 
45 Anderson -2.3 0.01 809.09 0.06 0.066 
46 Union -2.37 0 168.18 0.01 0.006 
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S. TERRORISM  
The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the South Carolina Law Enforcement 
Division (SLED) handle all weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and terrorism related 
assessments, risk and vulnerability analyses, mitigation actions and funding.  For further 
information concerning WMD and terrorism hazard information for South Carolina, contact 
DHS/SLED.   
 
T. PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCIES 
Detailed analyses of public health emergencies can be found in the South Carolina Department 
of Health and Environmental Control’s Hazard Vulnerability Analysis that was conducted in 
2005.  For more information, contact the Department of Health and Environmental Control.   
 
U. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
Because of FEMA requirements for plan updates, this section was reviewed and analyzed by the 
ICC as a result of the plan update completed in March 2007.  Changes were made to this section 
to bring it into compliance with the FEMA requirements.  A summary of changes made can be 
found below.   
 
1. Hazardous Materials Incidents, Terrorism and Public Health Emergencies were added to 
the list of hazards analyzed.   
2. The South Carolina Hazards Assessment is introduced and discussed with portions of the 
assessment included in this section.  The entire assessment is included as an Appendix 
(Appendix C) to this plan.    
3. A discussion of the National Climatic Data Center data and its usefulness and limitations.   
4. All tables and narratives on previous hazard occurrences were updated to include hazard 
events that occurred at least through December 31, 2008, and in many cases through 
2009.     
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DATA SOURCES 
 
1. American Society of Civil Engineers (ASCE), “Facts About Windstorms.” 
Website: www.windhazards.org/facts.cfm 
 
2. Earthquake Education Center, Charleston Southern University 
Website: http://www.csuniv.edu/Academics/Quake  
 
3. Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
Website: www.fema.gov 
 
4. National Climatic Data Center (NCDC), U.S. Department of Commerce, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration  
Website: http://lwf.ncdc.noaa.gov/oa/ncdc.html 
 
5. National Geophysical Data Center 
Website: http://www.ngdc.noaa.gov 
 
6. National Inventory of Dams, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Website:  http://crunch.tec.army.mil/nid/webpages/nid.cfm 
 
7. National Hurricane Center, National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
Website:  http://www.nhc.noaa.gov/ 
 
8. National Performance of Dams Program, Department of Civil and Environmental 
Engineering, Stanford University  
Website: http://npdp.stanford.edu/index.html 
 
9. National Severe Storms Laboratory (NSSL), U.S. Department of Commerce, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Website: www.nssl.noaa.gov 
 
10. National Weather Service (NWS), U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration 
Website: www.nws.noaa.gov 
11. South Carolina Earthquake Education and Preparedness (SCEEP) program 
Website: http://scearthquakes.cofc.edu/SCEQ/aboutSCEQ.html 
 
12. South Carolina Department of Natural Resourses (DHEC) 
Website:  www.dnr.sc.gov 
 
13. South Carolina Forestry Commission (SCFC) 
Website: http://www.state.sc.us/forest 
 
14. South Carolina Geological Survey, Department of Natural Resources 
Website: www.dnr.state.sc.us 
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15. South Carolina Office of Climatology, Department of Natural Resources 
Website: http://www.dnr.state.sc.us/climate/sco 
 
16. State of South Carolina Hazards Assessment 2005, South Carolina Emergency 
Management Division, Updated by the Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute, 
University of South Carolina 
Web site: http://www.cas.sc.edu/geog/hrl/hrlindex.htm 
 
17. Storm Prediction Center (SPC), U.S. Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, National Weather Service 
Website: www.spc.noaa.gov 
18. The Tornado Project, St. Johnsbury, Vermont 
Website: www.tornadoproject.com 
 
19. United States Geological Survey (USGS), U.S. Department of the Interior 
Website: www.usgs.gov 
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VI. VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
Requirement 201.4(C)(2)(ii): [The risk assessment shall include] an overview and analysis of the State’s 
vulnerability to the hazards described in this paragraph (c)(2), based on estimates provided in local risk 
assessments.  The State shall describe vulnerability in terms of the jurisdictions most threatened by the 
identified hazards, and most vulnerable to damage and loss associated with hazard events … 
 
Based on the Hazard Analysis conducted for the State of South Carolina, the hazards 
listed below have been chosen for inclusion in the vulnerability assessment.  This listing 
differs slightly in terminology and grouping from the Hazard Identification and Hazard 










8. Winter Storms 
9. Lightning 
10. Coastal Erosion 
11. Dam Failure 
12. Earthquake 
13. Hazardous Material (HAZMAT) Incident: Fixed and Mobile  
14. Public Health Emergencies 
 
These hazards were chosen from the previous sections due to the higher level of risk 
when compared to others.  It is important to note that this risk assessment is based on best 
available data and represents a base-level assessment.  These estimates should be used to 
understand relative hazard risk, including potential losses.  However, it is important to 
understand that uncertainties are inherent in any loss estimation methodology, arising in 
part from incomplete scientific knowledge concerning hazards and their effects on the 
built environment.  Uncertainties also result from approximations and simplifications that 
are necessary for a comprehensive analysis (such as abbreviated inventories, 
demographics or economic parameters).  Additional work will be done on an ongoing 
basis to enhance, expand and further improve the accuracy of the baseline established 
here.   
 
In order to conduct the risk assessment, two distinct methods were applied: HAZUS-
MH® MR4 (FEMA’s loss estimation software) and a statistical approach.  Both 
techniques provide estimates of potential impact using a sound analytical framework.  
The HAZUS-MH risk assessment method is parametric, in that distinct hazard and 
inventory parameters (for example, wind speed and building types) were modeled using 
the HAZUS-MH software to determine the impact (damages and losses) on the built 
environment.  The HAZUS-MH software was used to estimate losses from hurricane 
wind, flood and earthquake hazards.  The second method was used to analyze hazards 
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that are outside the scope of the HAZUS-MH software and are based on actual damages 
sustained over time and their probability of occurrence.  The HAZUS-driven 
methodology uses a statistical approach and mathematical modeling of risk to predict a 
hazard’s frequency of occurrence and estimated impacts based on recorded or historic 
damage information.   
 
State-owned facilities were analyzed across wind, flood and earthquake hazards using 
HAZUS-MH.  The assessment of state-owned facilities will only address those structures 
3,000 square feet and larger.  There are two reasons for limiting the vulnerability 
assessment to buildings 3,000 square feet and larger.  First, the state's Insurance Reserve 
Fund Program only insures buildings 3,000 square feet and larger because they 
determined that buildings of this size accounted for the majority of exposure.  In addition, 
the Insurance Reserve Fund Program provided SCEMD with structural information for 
buildings 3,000 square feet and larger.  Future updates will include an assessment of 
infrastructure such as roads and bridges as detailed information becomes available.  
Federal properties were not assessed due to the lack of available data and the authority to 
implement appropriate mitigation measures.  Properties owned by local governments are 
addressed in local hazard mitigation plans, and therefore, are not included in this plan. 
 
Explanation of HAZUS-MH Risk Assessment Methodology 
 
HAZUS-MH is FEMA’s standardized loss estimation software program, built upon an 
integrated geographic information system (GIS) platform (Figure 6.1).  This risk 
assessment applied HAZUS-MH to produce regional profiles and estimate losses for 
three of the hazards addressed in this section, including flood, hurricane winds and 
earthquake.  While the datasets in HAZUS are based on national resources, South 
Carolina has updated the essential facility data used in the analysis.  This improved the 
results with a more accurate analysis. The updated essential facilities include emergency 
operation centers (EOCs), medical care facilities, and schools.  These facilities were 
updated by each county as part of the Comprehensive Data Management System (CDMS) 
annual update.  South Carolina was the pilot project for the nation in the CDMS web 
portal creation and implementation.  All counties provided updated information between 
2009 and 2010 with the exception of six counties: Chesterfield, Greenville, Lexington, 
Marlboro, Oconee, and York. 
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FIGURE 6.1: CONCEPTUAL MODEL OF HAZUS-MH 
 
 
Explanation of Risk Assessment Methodology 
 
Risks associated with other natural hazards were analyzed using historical data including 
property and crop damages, deaths, injuries, intensity, and number of occurrences.  This 
approach is based on the same principals as HAZUS-MH, but does not rely on automated 
software.  Historical data for each hazard are used and statistical evaluations are performed 
using manual calculations.  The general steps used in the statistical risk assessment methods 
are summarized below. 
 
1. Compile data from national and state sources; 
2. Conduct analysis of data to relate historical patterns within data to existing hazard 
models; 
3. Categorize parameters for each hazard to be modeled; 
4. Develop model parameters based on an analysis of data, existing hazard models 
and risk engineering judgment; 
5. Apply hazard model using the following criteria: 
6. Analysis of the frequency of hazard occurrence 
7. Analysis of the intensity and damage parameters of hazard occurrence. Convert 
past damages into current value by applying an average inflation rate between 
1951 and 200926 
                                                 
26
 Average inflation rate is based on average Consumer Price Index (CPI) inflation rate from 1951 to 2009 
(Bureau of Labor Statistics). 
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8. Develop normalized intensity and frequency tables for each jurisdiction based on 
state averages 
9. Compute annualized loss by multiplying probability, severity, area impacted and 
exposed property (values);27 and 
10. Develop a summary table showing annualized loss for each hazard by jurisdiction.  
 
Figure 6.2 illustrates a conceptual model of the statistical risk assessment method as 
applied to this risk assessment. 
 








Preparing estimated annualized losses across hazards addresses the three key components 
of risk: 
 
1. The probability of the hazard occurring in the study area; 
2. The intensity of the hazard event; and 
3. The consequences of the hazard, which is largely a function of building 
construction type and quality.  
 
By annualizing estimated losses, the annualized loss factors across historic patterns of 
frequently occurring smaller events and infrequent but larger events provide a balanced 
assessment of risk.  The outputs of HAZUS-MH provided in this document are 
considered to be the result of a worst-case scenario event for each hazard, and it is 
understood that any smaller events which could occur would most likely create fewer 
losses than those calculated here.  The use of annualized losses has three primary 
benefits, including: the ability to assess potential losses from all future disasters, results 
                                                 
27
 If the historical data does not include the severity or area impacted across events, financial loss was used 
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across different hazards are readily comparable and are therefore easier to rank, and the 
annualized losses method provides an objective means to evaluate differing mitigation 
alternatives. 
 
A. OVERVIEW OF VULNERABILITY IN SOUTH CAROLINA 
This section provides information on hazard vulnerability across South Carolina by 
county.  Figure 6.3 shows the state’s demographic distribution at the census tract level, 
based on Census 2000.  Table 6.1 provides a breakdown by county of population, land 
and water area and density derived from Census 2000 data.  Greenville County has the 
largest population in the state, and coastal counties including Beaufort, Charleston and 
Horry have a higher population than the state average. 
 
Table 6.2 and Table 6.3 provide HAZUS-MH estimates for exposed building count and 
value for residential, commercial and other occupancy classes28, as well as essential 
facility exposure to all hazards by county.29  The building values have changed in the 
latest release of HAZUS-MH (MR4), but the building counts and number of essential 
facilities has not changed.  Greenville County has the highest residential exposure among 
counties in the state, while Richland County has the highest exposure of commercial 
buildings and hospitals.  Table 6.4 shows the number of essential facilities by counties. 
 
                                                 
28Occupancy classes included in the “Other” category in this document include industrial, governmental, 
educational, religious, and agricultural.  This does not include schools, which are considered to be essential 
facilities. 
29
 In Table 6.4, the abbreviation “EOCs” is used for “Emergency Operation Centers.” 
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TABLE 6.1:  COUNTY POPULATIONS, LAND AREA, AND HOUSING 
DENSITY 
COUNTY POPULATION AREA IN SQUARE MILES 
DENSITY PER SQUARE 
MILE OF LAND AREA 
TOTAL AREA WATER AREA LAND AREA POPULATION HOUSING 
Abbeville  25,950 511.05 3.02 508.03 51.5 21.56 
Aiken  158,120 1,080.46 7.79 1,072.66 132.9 53.45 
Allendale  10,550 412.58 4.38 408.2 27.5 10.35 
Anderson  184,990 757.45 39.43 718.02 230.8 93.99 
Bamberg  15,230 395.47 2.22 393.25 42.4 16.96 
Barnwell  23,560 557.25 8.84 548.41 42.8 17.74 
Beaufort  156,070 922.88 336.03 586.86 206.1 83.61 
Berkeley  170,270 1,228.07 130.35 1,097.72 130 44.91 
Calhoun  15,210 392.34 12.11 380.22 39.9 17.81 
Charleston  348,370 1,358.11 439.61 918.51 337.5 118.79 
Cherokee  55,800 397.28 4.59 392.69 133.8 52.27 
Chester  33,020 586.16 5.64 580.52 58.7 23.48 
Chesterfield  43,480 805.78 7.18 798.6 53.6 22.39 
Clarendon  33,610 695.66 88.46 607.21 53.5 23.92 
Colleton  39,870 1,133.21 76.86 1,056.36 36.2 16.26 
Darlington  67,620 566.78 5.63 561.14 120.1 48.77 
Dillon  30,730 406.54 1.7 404.84 75.9 29.30 
Dorchester  129,450 576.69 1.96 574.73 167.8 57.65 
Edgefield  26,560 506.54 4.64 501.89 49 17.28 
Fairfield  23,760 709.93 23.34 686.59 34.2 14.27 
Florence  134,510 803.74 3.9 799.84 157.2 58.14 
Georgetown  62,610 1,035.00 220.16 814.83 68.5 31.02 
Greenville  443,160 794.96 4.88 790.08 480.5 170.76 
Greenwood  69,770 462.94 7.42 455.52 145.5 54.50 
Hampton  21,710 562.63 2.85 559.78 38.2 14.77 
Horry  265,360 1,254.96 121.28 1,133.68 173.4 77.09 
Jasper  22,920 699.79 43.67 656.12 31.5 11.56 
Kershaw  60,370 740.25 14 726.26 72.5 30.19 
Lancaster  74,800 555.29 6.3 548.99 111.8 42.86 
Laurens  72,040 723.98 8.87 715.11 97.3 39.89 
Lee  20,270 411.3 1 410.3 49 17.92 
Lexington  255,100 757.88 58.63 699.25 308.9 118.49 
Marion  34,160 494.09 5.03 489.06 72.5 29.41 
Marlboro  28,430 485.28 5.57 479.71 60.1 22.87 
McCormick  10,450 393.85 34.29 359.56 27.7 11.89 
Newberry  38,390 647.28 16.51 630.77 57.2 25.13 
Oconee  73,420 673.58 48.17 625.41 105.9 48.39 
Orangeburg  91,450 1,128.09 21.93 1,106.16 82.8 33.54 
Pickens  120,600 511.85 14.96 496.89 222.9 82.42 
Richland  366,550 771.72 15.3 756.41 423.9 131.83 
Saluda  19,150 461.78 9.3 452.48 42.4 18.52 
Spartanburg  283,530 819.14 8.22 810.93 313 118.05 
Sumter  106,180 682.03 16.63 665.41 157.3 57.85 
Union  27,640 515.92 1.8 514.12 58.1 24.27 
Williamsburg  35,370 936.92 3.02 933.9 39.9 16.06 
York  218,990 695.72 13.27 682.45 241.2 85.83 
TOTAL 4,549,150 32,020.20 1,910.73 30,109.47 133.2 50.69 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2000 and HAZUS MR4 
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TABLE 6.2:  BUILDING COUNT BY OCCUPANCY CLASS 
COUNTY NUMBER OF BUILDINGS 
RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER TOTAL 
Abbeville 12,972 426 383 13,781 
Aiken 63,357 2,959 1,531 67,847 
Allendale 4,989 196 139 5,324 
Anderson 75,972 3,783 2,179 81,934 
Bamberg 8,167 275 177 8,619 
Barnwell 10,759 483 320 11,562 
Beaufort 53,241 2,900 1,448 57,589 
Berkeley 52,771 2,179 1,260 56,210 
Calhoun 7,588 193 139 7,920 
Charleston 124,449 8,042 3,918 136,409 
Cherokee 23,556 1,038 665 25,259 
Chester 14,909 659 458 16,026 
Chesterfield 20,865 683 465 22,013 
Clarendon 16,332 492 286 17,110 
Colleton 18,889 911 611 20,411 
Darlington 30,331 1,442 798 32,571 
Dillon 14,134 643 360 15,137 
Dorchester 36,238 1,813 1,004 39,055 
Edgefield 10,302 476 309 11,087 
Fairfield 10,735 371 246 11,352 
Florence 51,023 3,140 1,505 55,668 
Georgetown 28,152 1,537 828 30,517 
Greenville 148,454 9,059 4,749 162,262 
Greenwood 27,553 1,360 771 29,684 
Hampton 10,576 449 255 11,280 
Horry 98,107 5,813 2,660 106,580 
Jasper 8,915 257 161 9,333 
Kershaw 23,425 1,134 740 25,299 
Lancaster 26,185 1,207 791 28,183 
Laurens 30,932 1,146 735 32,813 
Lee 7,945 289 194 8,428 
Lexington 89,055 5,075 2,772 96,902 
Marion 15,980 669 410 17,059 
Marlboro 12,823 476 289 13,588 
McCormick 4,917 145 97 5,159 
Newberry 17,721 825 507 19,053 
Oconee 34,141 1,543 1,027 36,711 
Orangeburg 41,563 1,995 1,109 44,667 
Pickens 46,165 2,022 1,258 49,445 
Richland 110,195 7,271 3,851 121,317 
Saluda 9,304 226 166 9,696 
Spartanburg 105,405 5,872 3,385 114,662 
Sumter 41,743 1,869 1,150 44,762 
Union 13,802 539 387 14,728 
Williamsburg 16,907 463 272 17,642 
York 64,559 3,489 2,190 70,238 
TOTAL 1,696,103 87,834 48,955 1,832,892 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR4 
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TABLE 6.3: BUILDING VALUES BY OCCUPANCY CLASS 
COUNTY 
BUILDING VALUES 
RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER TOTAL 
Abbeville $1,652,926,000 $271,983,000 $521,838,000 $2,446,747,000 
Aiken $10,002,273,000 $2,590,569,000 $1,415,866,000 $14,008,708,000 
Allendale $511,215,000 $115,482,000 $203,971,000 $830,668,000 
Anderson $11,194,508,000 $3,568,904,000 $2,766,380,000 $17,529,792,000 
Bamberg $883,627,000 $218,301,000 $197,975,000 $1,299,903,000 
Barnwell $1,231,193,000 $321,376,000 $355,507,000 $1,908,076,000 
Beaufort $11,281,901,000 $3,114,105,000 $1,038,438,000 $15,434,444,000 
Berkeley $8,644,266,000 $1,830,855,000 $1,290,204,000 $11,765,325,000 
Calhoun $858,793,000 $125,946,000 $148,898,000 $1,133,637,000 
Charleston $24,823,882,000 $9,467,277,000 $4,382,039,000 $38,673,198,000 
Cherokee $3,031,808,000 $810,239,000 $766,486,000 $4,608,533,000 
Chester $1,846,310,000 $471,783,000 $477,716,000 $2,795,809,000 
Chesterfield $2,233,713,000 $529,952,000 $723,759,000 $3,487,424,000 
Clarendon $1,766,947,000 $303,267,000 $260,910,000 $2,331,124,000 
Colleton $2,169,585,000 $635,900,000 $433,714,000 $3,239,199,000 
Darlington $3,589,739,000 $964,735,000 $1,067,384,000 $5,621,858,000 
Dillon $1,402,801,000 $394,656,000 $384,385,000 $2,181,842,000 
Dorchester $6,219,849,000 $1,403,581,000 $1,072,693,000 $8,696,123,000 
Edgefield $1,414,906,000 $306,970,000 $431,205,000 $2,153,081,000 
Fairfield $1,354,814,000 $256,394,000 $240,641,000 $1,851,849,000 
Florence $7,523,637,000 $3,440,708,000 $1,730,790,000 $12,695,135,000 
Georgetown $4,177,069,000 $1,288,033,000 $774,746,000 $6,239,848,000 
Greenville $28,356,692,000 $9,832,747,000 $6,631,546,000 $44,820,985,000 
Greenwood $4,479,784,000 $1,480,159,000 $1,170,366,000 $7,130,309,000 
Hampton $1,013,617,000 $276,606,000 $237,211,000 $1,527,434,000 
Horry $16,797,074,000 $5,484,430,000 $1,987,605,000 $24,269,109,000 
Jasper $1,000,304,000 $412,534,000 $196,104,000 $1,608,942,000 
Kershaw $3,431,548,000 $846,349,000 $556,898,000 $4,834,795,000 
Lancaster $3,594,582,000 $867,890,000 $994,329,000 $5,456,801,000 
Laurens $4,113,860,000 $820,472,000 $994,367,000 $5,928,699,000 
Lee $890,629,000 $189,895,000 $226,926,000 $1,307,450,000 
Lexington $16,076,598,000 $4,464,277,000 $2,643,098,000 $23,183,973,000 
Marion $1,630,495,000 $508,344,000 $502,968,000 $2,641,807,000 
Marlboro $1,364,850,000 $288,180,000 $396,559,000 $2,049,589,000 
McCormick $616,677,000 $84,842,000 $115,299,000 $816,818,000 
Newberry $2,388,359,000 $547,271,000 $491,424,000 $3,427,054,000 
Oconee $4,622,712,000 $1,050,993,000 $1,095,319,000 $6,769,024,000 
Orangeburg $5,189,142,000 $1,653,572,000 $1,322,017,000 $8,164,731,000 
Pickens $7,187,221,000 $1,966,630,000 $1,432,621,000 $10,586,472,000 
Richland $24,383,519,000 $8,044,349,000 $5,420,543,000 $37,848,411,000 
Saluda $1,276,769,000 $157,010,000 $223,846,000 $1,657,625,000 
Spartanburg $17,567,985,000 $6,029,452,000 $5,383,350,000 $28,980,787,000 
Sumter $5,940,030,000 $1,593,308,000 $1,648,395,000 $9,181,733,000 
Union $1,791,400,000 $376,698,000 $437,744,000 $2,605,842,000 
Williamsburg $1,614,588,000 $371,899,000 $322,841,000 $2,309,328,000 
York $11,494,036,000 $3,231,588,000 $2,790,861,000 $17,516,485,000 
TOTAL $274,638,233,000 $83,010,511,000 $57,907,782,000 $415,556,526,000 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR4 
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TABLE 6.4:    ESSENTIAL FACILITY BUILDING COUNTS 
COUNTY SCHOOLS MEDICAL FACILITIES FIRE STATIONS POLICE STATIONS EOCs FACILITIES BEDS 
Abbeville 11 1 25 8 5 1 
Aiken 57 1 230 23 14 1 
Allendale 8 1 25 1 6 1 
Anderson 51 3 766 20 8 1 
Bamberg 12 1 59 4 1 1 
Barnwell 9 1 53 6 4 1 
Beaufort 27 3 423 12 1 1 
Berkeley 55 0 0 23 3 1 
Calhoun 6 0 0 4 1 1 
Charleston 115 10 2006 21 12 1 
Cherokee 50 1 125 12 4 1 
Chester 10 1 82 7 5 1 
Chesterfield 39 1 59 14 8 1 
Clarendon 11 2 64 3 4 1 
Colleton 11 1 116 25 1 1 
Darlington 38 2 188 5 5 1 
Dillon 20 1 92 8 2 1 
Dorchester 28 1 74 14 4 1 
Edgefield 9 1 40 8 1 2 
Fairfield 10 1 50 5 2 1 
Florence 57 3 681 17 6 1 
Georgetown 26 1 142 4 3 1 
Greenville 103 11 1418 26 10 1 
Greenwood 24 1 394 10 4 1 
Hampton 11 1 68 5 0 1 
Horry 49 3 437 8 5 1 
Jasper 5 1 31 4 1 1 
Kershaw 20 1 121 10 2 1 
Lancaster 23 1 194 20 4 1 
Laurens 32 1 76 10 2 1 
Lee 8 0 0 2 2 1 
Lexington 56 3 388 11 5 2 
Marion 15 1 124 6 0 1 
Marlboro 12 2 112 4 5 1 
McCormick 5 1 10 6 2 1 
Newberry 16 1 90 8 2 1 
Oconee 23 1 160 12 8 1 
Orangeburg 34 2 301 19 3 1 
Pickens 37 2 151 10 12 1 
Richland 91 16 3544 2 5 1 
Saluda 7 0 0 6 5 1 
Spartanburg 90 4 916 33 12 1 
Sumter 31 2 301 3 2 1 
Union 12 1 143 6 4 1 
Williamsburg 20 1 25 3 3 1 
York 41 2 288 14 7 1 
TOTAL 1425 96 14592 482 205 48 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR4 
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Table 6.5 provides projected total population for the state for years 2010, 2015 and 
202530, percent population change from 2000 to 2025, a social vulnerability score31, and 
number of visitors per day.  Population projections indicate consistent growth in the state, 
with the total population expected to exceed five million persons by 2025.  Most coastal 
counties, with the exception of Charleston and Colleton, will experience higher 
population growth than the state average.  Horry County represents the fastest growing 
County in the state.  The coastal counties experience the largest influx of tourists, with 
higher numbers of daily visitors per county than other areas of the state.  Richland 
County, which includes the state capital of Columbia, also receives a large number of 
visitors each day. 
 
Figure 6.4 and Figure 6.5 show elderly population density and low-income population 
density respectively by census tract for South Carolina.  Greenville, Charleston, 
Richland, Spartanburg and Horry counties have the largest concentration of elderly and 
low-income residents among the 46 counties in the State.  These counties also have the 
highest overall populations among the state’s counties. 
 
                                                 
30
 Population Projection data were obtained from the South Carolina Office of Research and Statistics  
31
 Social Vulnerability Analysis was completed by The Hazard Research Lab, Department of Geography, 
University of South Carolina, 2008.  Social vulnerability scores are derived from socio-economic 
characteristics of each jurisdiction including age, gender, population, race, income and the number of 
manufactured homes found in each county.  This score indicates the potential for harm to individuals and 
damage to properties that are more vulnerable than other groups because of socio-economic conditions.  
For example, people under age 19 or over age 64 are more vulnerable than the general population due to 
the need for special assistance should an evacuation be required in an emergency situation.   
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TABLE 6.5: PROJECTED TOTAL POP.  SOCIAL VULNERABILITY SCORE, DAILY VISITORS 














Abbeville 25,950 26,760 28,380 1.19 8.5% 1,590 
Aiken 158,120 167,800 187,210 3.10 31.3% 4,469 
Allendale 10,550 10,680 10,940 1.10 -2.4% 599 
Anderson 184,990 193,370 210,110 3.41 26.8% 7,281 
Bamberg 15,230 14,840 14,090 1.21 -18.2% 767 
Barnwell 23,560 26,450 26,490 1.21 12.8% 673 
Beaufort 156,070 170,640 199,780 2.31 65.1% 62,731 
Berkeley 170,270 181,350 203,520 2.93 42.7% 5,029 
Calhoun 15,210 15,940 17,390 0.86 14.5% 890 
Charleston 348,370 357,370 375,390 5.52 21.1% 64,908 
Cherokee 55,800 58,780 64,760 1.58 23.3% 1,834 
Chester 33,020 33,830 35,440 1.31 4% 1,357 
Chesterfield 43,480 44,670 47,050 1.58 10% 1,248 
Clarendon 33,610 34,900 37,520 1.56 15.4% 7,339 
Colleton 39,870 41,470 44,680 1.61 16.8% 8,024 
Darlington 67,620 68,940 71,580 2.06 6.2% 1,519 
Dillon 30,730 30,800 30,920 1.46 .006% 2,287 
Dorchester 129,450 139,370 159,210 1.8 65.1% 2,446 
Edgefield 26,560 28,420 32,130 0.92 30.6% 603 
Fairfield 23,760 24,470 25,920 1.24 10.5% 2,001 
Florence 134,510 138,860 147,580 2.86 17.4% 8,245 
Georgetown 62,610 66,130 73,180 1.73 31.2% 16,308 
Greenville 443,160 468,020 517,740 6.37 36.4% 21,257 
Greenwood 69,770 72,300 77,370 1.68 16.8% 2,867 
Hampton 21,710 22,550 24,230 1.20 13.3% 908 
Horry 265,360 291,080 342,530 4.52 74.2% 200,783 
Jasper 22,920 24,530 27,730 1.08 34.1% 4,642 
Kershaw 60,370 64,040 71,390 1.48 35.6% 4,439 
Lancaster 74,800 77,150 81,830 1.64 33.4% 857 
Laurens 72,040 76,120 84,310 2.00 21.2% 3,215 
Lee 20,270 20,720 21,640 1.20 7.6% 434 
Lexington 255,100 274,800 314,220 3.86 45.5% 7,740 
Marion 34,160 34,580 35,450 1.58 -.0005% 769 
Marlboro 28,430 27,770 26,430 1.38 -9% 2,273 
McCormick 10,450 11,020 12,170 0.78 22.2% 1,090 
Newberry 38,390 39,650 42,170 1.29 16.8% 3,742 
Oconee 73,420 77,860 86,740 1.79 31% 7,493 
Orangeburg 91,450 93,920 98,880 2.81 8% 8,838 
Pickens 120,600 128,260 143,570 2.25 29.6% 3,978 
Richland 366,550 381,230 410,610 5.59 28% 20,927 
Saluda 19,150 19,810 21,140 0.88 10.2% 1,363 
Spartanburg 283,530 296,880 323,550 4.80 27.5% 8,814 
Sumter 106,180 109,900 117,360 2.71 12.2% 2,889 
Union 27,640 27,420 26,980 1.25 -9.7% 687 
Williamsburg 35,370 35,240 34,980 1.65 -6% 873 
York 218,990 235,930 269,790 2.94 63.9% 8,162 
TOTAL 4,549,150 4,784,700 5,256,080 2.16 31% 521,191 
Sources: South Carolina Office of Research and Statistics, University of South Carolina 
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FIGURE 6.4: DENSITY OF ELDERLY POPULATION BY CENSUS TRACT 
 
 
FIGURE 6.5: DENSITY OF LOW-INCOME POPULATION BY CENSUS TRACT 
 
 
State Owned Facilities 
 
As shown in Table 6.6 and Table 6.7, there are a total of 2,698 state-owned facilities 
larger than 3,000 square feet in the State of South Carolina, with a total building value of 
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over $6.03 billion and approximately $58.4 million in contents.  Richland County, which 
includes Columbia, the state capital, has more facilities than other counties at 609 
buildings.  Dillon and Fairfield Counties has the least state-owned buildings at only 5.  
Universities32 own more buildings and assets than other state agencies, including 794 
buildings worth $2.4 billion scattered throughout 19 counties.  Special needs facilities, 
including buildings owned by the Department of Corrections, Department of Mental 
Health as well as Disabilities and Special Needs, own the second largest number of assets 
with 575 buildings.   
 
Figure 6.6 shows the location of state-owned facilities larger than 3,000 square feet in 
floor area for South Carolina.   
                                                 
32
 The universities referred to here consist of: The Citadel, Clemson University, Coastal Carolina 
University, College of Charleston Francis Marion University, Lander University, South Carolina 
State University, University of South Carolina System and Winthrop University. 
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TABLE 6.6:  STATE-OWNED FACILITY EXPOSURE 









Abbeville $3,058,000 $31,000 $0 $0 6 
Aiken $81,455,000 $815,000 $0 $53,274,000 40 
Allendale $45,619,000 $445,000 $37,225,000 $6,645,000 22 
Anderson  $63,441,000 $633,000 $26,599,000 $1,480,000 46 
Bamberg  $21,509,000 $215,000 $0 $0 23 
Barnwell $6,244,000 $61,000 $0 $3,197,000 22 
Beaufort $35,696,000 $350,000 $1,769,000 $9,714,000 48 
Berkeley  $27,476,000 $275,000 $2,602,000 $0 20 
Calhoun $2,357,000 $22,000 $0 $0 6 
Charleston  $1,307,127,000 $10,447,000 $285,122,000 $374,034,000 292 
Cherokee $5,123,000 $48,000 $1,331,000 $0 15 
Chester  $9,036,000 $89,000 $0 $0 18 
Chesterfield  $15,393,000 $154,000 $0 $0 27 
Clarendon $66,842,000 $1,327,000 $54,143,000 $2,072,000 29 
Colleton $91,372,000 $1,218,000 $1,273,000 $4,500,000 65 
Darlington  $9,504,000 $97,000 $3,581,000 $0 10 
Dillon $2,529,000 $25,000 $356,000 $0 5 
Dorchester  $62,607,000 $625,000 $57,868,000 $0 37 
Edgefield $25,074,000 $248,000 $19,807,000 $0 26 
Fairfield  $2,038,000 $20,000 $0 $0 5 
Florence  $175,169,000 $1,754,000 $18,182,000 $108,254,000 115 
Georgetown  $16,561,000 $167,000 $1,727,000 $3,885,000 20 
Greenville  $193,916,000 $1,941,000 $38,576,000 $0 87 
Greenwood  $128,434,000 $1,281,000 $25,876,000 $61,975,000 67 
Hampton  $6,375,000 $64,000 $363,000 $0 14 
Horry $194,747,000 $1,947,000 $4,930,000 $130,615,000 85 
Jasper $59,461,000 $595,000 $56,440,000 $0 21 
Kershaw $54,636,000 $545,000 $47,714,000 $0 35 
Lancaster  $20,671,000 $208,000 $1,074,000 $14,717,000 18 
Laurens $51,862,000 $521,000 $45,892,000 $0 46 
Lee $64,653,000 $646,000 $62,391,000 $0 22 
Lexington  $60,655,000 $604,000 $0 $0 57 
Marion  $5,965,000 $60,000 $0 $0 8 
Marlboro $40,057,000 $400,000 $36,819,000 $0 16 
McCormick $62,902,000 $626,000 $39,710,000 $0 57 
Newberry $8,973,000 $91,000 $1,171,000 $0 15 
Oconee  $9,082,000 $89,000 $1,013,000 $0 21 
Orangeburg $165,329,000 $1,658,000 $0 $140,452,000 104 
Pickens $537,606,000 $5,380,000 $768,000 $527,186,000 226 
Richland  $1,763,535,000 $17,427,000 $421,886,000 $702,376,000 609 
Saluda  $2,294,000 $23,000 $0 $0 7 
Spartanburg  $195,491,000 $1,951,000 $49,426,000 $58,428,000 106 
Sumter  $69,578,000 $693,000 $19,320,000 $22,640,000 62 
Union  $8,594,000 $86,000 $895,000 $0 18 
Williamsburg  $18,628,000 $185,000 $554,000 $0 22 
York  $232,312,000 $2,317,000 $5,332,000 $187,157,000 78 
TOTAL $6,030,986,000 $58,404,000 $1,371,735,000 $2,412,601,00 2698 
Sources: South Carolina Emergency Management Division, HAZUS-MH 
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Abbeville 1 0 2 0 0 1 
Aiken 2 0 9 16 6 3 
Allendale 2 10 2 8 0 9 
Anderson 7 5 4 14 11 1 
Bamberg 2 0 2 0 18 0 
Barnwell 2 0 3 13 0 3 
Beaufort 2 2 6 11 11 6 
Berkeley 2 2 3 0 4 7 
Calhoun 2 0 3 0 0 0 
Charleston 2 32 14 135 19 24 
Cherokee 0 4 5 0 0 1 
Chester 1 0 9 0 0 1 
Chesterfield 4 0 5 0 7 6 
Clarendon 2 11 3 11 1 12 
Colleton 1 4 3 4 0 5 
Darlington 3 1 4 0 0 1 
Dillon 1 1 3 0 0 0 
Dorchester 4 24 4 0 0 27 
Edgefield 5 13 4 0 0 16 
Fairfield 1 0 3 0 0 1 
Florence 4 26 12 45 9 12 
Georgetown 1 2 3 3 1 7 
Greenville 8 27 11 0 26 22 
Greenwood 3 13 7 25 14 11 
Hampton 4 1 3 0 1 5 
Horry 3 4 8 33 21 3 
Jasper 2 12 4 0 0 14 
Kershaw 3 12 6 0 0 13 
Lancaster 2 3 5 4 0 1 
Laurens 3 35 4 0 0 1 
Lee 2 16 3 0 0 17 
Lexington 7 0 5 0 10 6 
Marion 3 0 3 0 0 1 
Marlboro 1 9 3 0 0 11 
McCormick 2 10 4 0 0 9 
Newberry 1 2 4 0 0 4 
Oconee 2 2 4 0 0 4 
Orangeburg 2 0 7 67 15 3 
Pickens 2 2 4 210 0 2 
Richland 9 216 20 139 14 244 
Saluda 3 0 4 0 0 0 
Spartanburg 8 36 7 10 7 36 
Sumter 1 28 5 7 10 35 
Union 5 3 2 0 0 5 
Williamsburg 6 1 5 0 5 4 
York 8 6 6 39 15 2 
TOTAL 141 575 240 794 225 596 
Source: South Carolina Emergency Management Division 
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In order to estimate the potential impact of the flood hazard across all counties, 
approximate flood hazard areas were delineated.  First, using GIS, census block 
boundaries were overlaid with major rivers, lakes and streams.  Any census blocks 
located within a census block adjacent to the major water bodies were selected (Figure 
6.7).  Exposure, including the total number of buildings, building value, was then 
calculated at the county level.  A total of 153,712 buildings, valued at $$34,418,768,000, 
are located in a census block adjacent to a major waterway.   
 
In order to estimate annualized losses for each county, it was assumed that annualized 
losses equal the value of one percent of the total buildings located within 1,000 feet of 
major water bodies that were built prior to 197033 in each county.  Based on this 
assumption, the state of South Carolina may expect almost $217 million in annualized 
losses due to riverine flooding.  Table 6.8 provides the total number of buildings located 
in census blocks adjacent to of major water bodies by county and Table 6.9 shows the 
total exposed value of buildings and estimated annualized loss.  Fifteen percent of all 
buildings in the state are located within the described flood zone. 
 
                                                 
33
 According to the FEMA National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) Community Status Book as 
of the date of this writing, communities in the state joined the NFIP program after 1970, which 
implies that those buildings constructed after 1970 should comply with the NFIP regulations.  
Therefore, only pre-1970 structures are considered to be vulnerable to a flood exceeding the 100-
year event and are used in calculating annualized losses for each county. 
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FIGURE 6.7: CENSUS BLOCKS WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF MAJOR RIVERS AND 
LAKES 
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TABLE 6.8: BUILDINGS IN ADJACENT CENSUS BLOCKS TO MAJOR 
WATER BODIES 
COUNTY RESIDENTIAL  COMMERCIAL OTHER BUILDINGS BUILDINGS BUILT PRIOR TO 1970 
Abbeville  1,958 44 51 81% 
Aiken  2,615 131 125 64% 
Allendale  299 5 6 87% 
Anderson  9,739 392 244 64% 
Bamberg  611 3 6 96% 
Barnwell  510 15 22 73% 
Beaufort  574 15 11 42% 
Berkeley  4,728 192 103 39% 
Calhoun  686 4 6 71% 
Charleston  8,146 468 290 80% 
Cherokee  1,245 48 34 70% 
Chester  1,604 51 40 88% 
Chesterfield  1,281 41 30 79% 
Clarendon  2,583 16 9 79% 
Colleton  1,938 45 48 72% 
Darlington  1,494 67 42 79% 
Dillon  1,252 34 23 94% 
Dorchester  3,096 106 59 34% 
Edgefield  617 21 21 64% 
Fairfield  1,384 34 21 85% 
Florence  1,974 84 59 71% 
Georgetown  3,210 151 133 60% 
Greenville  12,472 503 407 63% 
Greenwood  2,426 71 46 75% 
Hampton  377 11 14 74% 
Horry  7,430 326 158 36% 
Jasper  826 19 16 58% 
Kershaw  2,284 76 47 66% 
Lancaster  2,123 101 103 71% 
Laurens  4,813 93 65 72% 
Lee  452 14 13 91% 
Lexington  9,156 498 273 41% 
Marion  1,335 30 22 85% 
Marlboro  372 21 19 94% 
McCormick  1,729 39 27 80% 
Newberry  3,562 93 70 81% 
Oconee  8,914 322 207 62% 
Orangeburg  2,903 103 54 76% 
Pickens  3,837 155 107 53% 
Richland  3,106 268 207 73% 
Saluda  2,084 16 9 76% 
Spartanburg  13,128 539 372 69% 
Sumter  218 5 4 76% 
Union  1,107 32 36 98% 
Williamsburg  737 18 14 92% 
York  7,240 321 223 52% 
TOTAL 144,175 5,641 3,896 71% 
Sources: HAZUS-MH MR4, GIS Analysis 
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TABLE 6.9: TOTAL EXPOSED BUILDING VALUE 
COUNTY 
TOTAL EXPOSED VALUE (BUILDING AND CONTENTS) ESTIMATED 
ANNUALIZED 
LOSS RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL OTHER 
Abbeville  $245,522,000 $22,555,000 $27,012,000 $2,390,221
Aiken  $344,544,000 $102,988,000 $193,465,000 $4,102,381
Allendale  $28,813,000 $1,757,000 $9,188,000 $345,895
Anderson  $1,539,820,000 $595,163,000 $271,791,000 $15,403,354
Bamberg  $56,568,000 $1,148,000 $12,615,000 $675,178
Barnwell  $53,619,000 $10,260,000 $25,394,000 $651,693
Beaufort  $99,969,000 $6,824,000 $8,028,000 $482,248
Berkeley  $777,628,000 $301,213,000 $117,302,000 $4,664,958
Calhoun  $78,596,000 $858,000 $17,689,000 $689,715
Charleston  $1,961,254,000 $643,305,000 $376,107,000 $23,845,328
Cherokee  $149,021,000 $24,118,000 $21,444,000 $1,362,081
Chester  $193,445,000 $19,602,000 $52,900,000 $2,340,334
Chesterfield  $148,137,000 $37,747,000 $77,386,000 $2,079,833
Clarendon  $293,979,000 $5,638,000 $3,453,000 $2,394,253
Colleton  $233,437,000 $18,829,000 $29,574,000 $2,029,248
Darlington  $223,263,000 $64,283,000 $62,142,000 $2,762,535
Dillon  $122,456,000 $14,834,000 $9,695,000 $1,381,659
Dorchester  $625,019,000 $115,301,000 $85,629,000 $2,808,227
Edgefield  $103,819,000 $7,796,000 $10,728,000 $782,995
Fairfield  $194,498,000 $22,270,000 $13,023,000 $1,953,224
Florence  $235,804,000 $66,749,000 $72,231,000 $2,660,966
Georgetown  $445,775,000 $120,487,000 $212,541,000 $4,672,818
Greenville  $2,229,761,000 $541,514,000 $702,786,000 $21,886,584
Greenwood  $348,618,000 $35,963,000 $49,401,000 $3,254,865
Hampton  $36,815,000 $2,492,000 $14,141,000 $395,515
Horry  $1,148,217,000 $284,220,000 $106,258,000 $5,539,302
Jasper  $88,740,000 $166,441,000 $50,774,000 $1,774,539
Kershaw  $367,537,000 $57,329,000 $22,927,000 $2,955,434
Lancaster  $310,046,000 $83,426,000 $109,759,000 $3,572,940
Laurens  $617,208,000 $42,522,000 $37,221,000 $5,018,047
Lee  $46,530,000 $4,380,000 $16,010,000 $608,972
Lexington  $2,162,695,000 $341,479,000 $220,252,000 $11,170,147
Marion  $148,485,000 $20,404,000 $17,932,000 $1,587,979
Marlboro  $36,045,000 $14,123,000 $48,278,000 $925,392
McCormick  $243,301,000 $23,021,000 $18,204,000 $2,276,208
Newberry  $499,183,000 $35,306,000 $37,280,000 $4,631,329
Oconee  $1,360,984,000 $198,594,000 $158,578,000 $10,652,567
Orangeburg  $421,945,000 $62,086,000 $79,216,000 $4,280,677
Pickens  $592,408,000 $123,970,000 $95,929,000 $4,305,227
Richland  $931,410,000 $277,490,000 $372,007,000 $11,540,621
Saluda  $312,102,000 $7,082,000 $5,076,000 $2,464,376
Spartanburg  $2,450,528,000 $485,086,000 $621,052,000 $24,540,995
Sumter  $30,802,000 $3,378,000 $1,404,000 $270,438
Union  $156,057,000 $16,565,000 $21,568,000 $1,903,062
Williamsburg  $69,508,000 $16,900,000 $25,382,000 $1,028,468
York  $1,503,144,000 $230,437,000 $333,008,000 $10,746,263
TOTAL $24,267,055,000 $5,277,933,000 $4,873,780,000 $217,809,090
Sources: HAZUS-MH MR4, GIS Analysis 
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In order to determine the number and value of state-owned facilities located in the 
riverine flood hazard area, a GIS analysis was performed.  The analysis consisted of 
identifying those state-owned facilities that are located in census blocks that intersect 
with major river and lakes.  This analysis resulted in the identification of 326 facilities 
with a value of $604,792,000.   Some of the types of buildings identified in this analysis 
are nursing homes, maintenance sheds, workshops, education facilities, truck sheds, state 
park facilities, corrections facilities, and armories.   
 
The State of South Carolina is currently creating digital Flood Insurance Rate Maps 
(DFIRM) for the entire state.  This project will take several years to complete.  Once the 
digital maps are available for all counties, a more accurate riverine flood analysis will be 
conducted.  At the time of this writing, digital floodplain data was available for 16 
counties.  FEMA’s Map Modernization program to digitize the Flood Insurance Rate 
Maps will be completed in 2011.  The next analysis will use DFIRM data from all 
available counties. 
 
Figure 6.8 depicts the DFIRM data available for the 16 counties and Figure 6.9 and 6.10 
show an close-up of DFIRMs in the upstate and low country.  Figure 6.11 shows the 
state an overlay with state-owned buildings.  While only 7 state-owned buildings are 
actually in the 100-year flood zone, 131 large state buildings are within 1,000 feet of the 
100 or 500 year floodplains.  These buildings have a total building value of 
approximately $212,838,000.    Figure 6.12 illustrates population density in relation to 
flood hazard zones.  Of the counties with available digital floodplain data, Greenville 
County has the largest population located in flood hazard areas. 
 
FIGURE 6.8: DFIRMS IN SOUTH CAROLINA 
 
 
FIGURE 6.9: DFIRMS FOR THE UPSTATE COUNTIES 
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Riverine Flooding 
 
Digital floodplain data for seven of the eight coastal counties is available to assist in the 
coastal flood hazard vulnerability analysis.  For those counties with digital floodplain 
data, a 100 and 500-year flood hazard analysis was conducted, including coastal and 
riverine areas.  Population and building exposure values, based on Census 2000 data, 
were taken from HAZUS-MH MR4.   
 
Table 6.10  provides total exposure in the 100- and 500-year floodplain for the eight 
coastal counties.  Table 6.11 provides total exposure and loss estimates for state-owned 
facilities located in the 100- and 500-year floodplains in the eight counties.  Figure 6.13 
shows Q3 flood data outlining riverine and coastal floodplain areas located in coastal 
counties. 
 
TABLE 6.10:  COASTAL FLOOD ZONE ANALYSIS WITH Q3 DATA (100 & 500 
YEAR FLOOD EVENTS) 
COUNTY VULNERABLE POPULATION 
EXPOSURE FOR 100-YEAR EVENT EXPOSURE FOR 500-YEAR EVENT 
RESIDENTIAL OTHER RESIDENTIAL OTHER 
Beaufort 59,610 $9,594,730,000 $3,189,601,000 $9,692,875,000  $3,203,407,000  
Berkeley  11,950 $1,894,318,000 $930,010,000 $2,092,374,000  $1,239,592,000  
Charleston  119,370 $18,956,598,000 $10,235,914,000 $19,984,843,000  $10,624,216,000  
Colleton 6,100 $1,275,394,000 $444,372,000 $1,291,172,000  $446,966,000  
Dorchester 96,413 $21,850,000 $2,142,000 $57,513,000  $4,871,000  
Georgetown  8,160 $2,117,117,000 $841,901,000 $2,445,646,000  $1,085,331,000  
Horry 20,440 $6,725,096,000 $1,855,000,000 $7,166,700,000  $1,961,309,000  
Jasper 3,510 $348,952,000 $232,419,000 $359,893,000  $232,419,000  
TOTAL 229,140 $40,934,055,000 $17,731,359,000 $43,091,016,000  $18,798,111,000  
Sources: HAZUS-MH MR4, GIS analysis 
 
TABLE 6.11:  STATE-OWNED FACILITIES IN COASTAL FLOOD ZONE 
USING Q3 DATA  
COUNTY 













Beaufort 24 $24,954,000 $244,000 26 $25,748,000 $252,000 
Berkeley 0 $0 $0 0 $0 $0 
Charleston 150 $702,899,000 $7,022,000 204 $894,956,000 $8,939,000 
Colleton 1 $222,000 $2,000 1 $222,000 $2,000 
Dorchester 0 $0 $0 0 $0 $0 
Georgetown 6 $3,201,000 $32,000 6 $3,201,000 $32,000 
Horry 4 $2,340,000 $25,000 4 $2,340,000 $25,000 
Jasper 1 $530,000 $5,000 1 $530,000 $5,000 
TOTAL 186 $734,146,000 $7,330,000 242 $926,997,000 $9,255,000 
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In order to analyze the potential impact of storm surge in coastal counties, a GIS analysis 
was conducted using census block data from HAZUS-MH, including building inventory 
information, in conjunction with SLOSH modeling.  SLOSH (Sea, Lake and Overland 
Surges from Hurricanes) is a modeling tool used to estimate storm surge resulting from 
historical, hypothetical, or predicted hurricanes.  In this analysis, color coded storm surge 
inundation areas were created and overlaid with census block data, defining the potential 
maximum surge for coastal locations for each category of hurricane, as well as exposed 
structures located in those areas.  If the centroid of the census block fell within the storm 
surge zone, the census block was included in the analysis.  The exposure values and 
building count were extracted and aggregated by county. 
 
Due to data limitations, estimated depths of water and potential losses were not 
estimated.  The resolution of currently available SLOSH data is approximately four 
kilometers by four kilometers.  In order to perform a functional analysis, it is 
recommended that the resolution of this data be no more than 250 meter by 250 meter in 
order to estimate and analyze potential flood depths and potential losses.  The State of 
South Carolina plans to improve the data needed for SLOSH model analysis so that 
accurate potential damage assessments can be included in future Plan updates. 
 
Table 6.12 shows the exposure level from storm surge by county for number and value of 
residential and commercial buildings for Category 1-5   events.  
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TABLE 6.12:   STORM SURGE EXPOSURE 







CATEGORY 1 STORM 
Beaufort 50,555 20,147 $5,128,979,000  987 $952,861,000  
Berkeley  2,289 541 $109,539,000  54 $109,883,000  
Charleston  142,474 25,122 $5,859,596,000  1473 $1,950,167,000  
Colleton 942 1,713 $329,178,000  44 $26,324,000  
Georgetown  8,499 4,026 $853,862,000  179 $174,190,000  
Horry 9,339 5,359 $1,423,956,000  177 $151,344,000  
Jasper 1,146 500 $56,502,000  7 $4,230,000  
CATEGORY 2 STORM 
Beaufort 67,700 29,594 $7,070,849,000  1530 $1,472,750,000  
Berkeley  2,314 771 $153,345,000  76 $123,060,000  
Charleston  184,631 67,071 $14,663,582,000  4,261 $4,967,135,000  
Colleton 1,406 2,227 $396,732,000  54 $33,343,000  
Georgetown  15,400 5,873 $1,169,349,000  289 $244,042,000  
Horry 12,638 11,386 $2,408,502,000  361 $319,380,000  
Jasper 2,099 1131 $126,860,000  16 $14,508,000  
CATEGORY 3 STORM 
Beaufort 91,446 39,324 $8,977,180,000  2064 $1,969,356,000  
Berkeley  2,410 1057 $203,884,000  110 $199,819,000  
Charleston  211,577 86,408 $18,293,519,000  5,488 $6,212,754,000  
Colleton 2,125 2,608 $461,971,000  62 $35,235,000  
Georgetown  28,962 9,940 $1,737,793,000  632 $505,909,000  
Horry 18,880 17,011 $3,417,181,000  581 $485,453,000  
Jasper 4,882 2,335 $270,146,000  32 $28,653,000  
CATEGORY 4 STORM 
Beaufort 105,377 46,146 $10,050,990,000  2490 $2,405,297,000  
Berkeley  2,622 1,171 $225,146,000  117 $204,383,000  
Charleston  241,939 96,038 $20,261,143,000  6,117 $6,954,537,000  
Colleton 3,192 2,889 $487,333,000  80 $42,951,000  
Dorchester  22 1 $32,000  0 $0  
Georgetown  31,654 16,291 $2,745,556,000  1003 $924,878,000  
Horry 23,711 25,816 $5,565,032,000  1189 $994,909,000  
Jasper 7,358 3,358 $390,131,000  52 $44,941,000  
CATEGORY 5 STORM 
Beaufort 112,470 49,253 $10,744,046,000  2691 $2,811,390,000  
Berkeley  12,902 1,569 $293,408,000  133 $212,941,000  
Charleston  279,791 100,137 $20,975,067,000  6,468 $7,295,582,000  
Colleton 3,581 3,030 $499,849,000  82 $44,743,000  
Dorchester  6,899 1 $32,000  0 $0  
Georgetown  39,911 19,922 $3,285,148,000  1178 $1,057,788,000  
Horry 98,155 46,842 $9,603,293,000  2740 $2,935,015,000  
Jasper 10,098 3,947 $464,708,000  111 $143,765,000  
Sources: HAZUS-MH MR4, SLOSH model, GIS analysis  
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Figure 6.14 shows those areas likely to be inundated by coastal storm surge during 
Category 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 hurricane events. 
 
FIGURE 6.14: COASTAL STORM SURGE FROM POTENTIAL HURRICANES 
 
 
Repetitive Loss Properties 
 
Another way to gauge flood hazard risk is to identify and analyze the number of 
properties that have filed multiple flood insurance claims.  Properties that meet this 
criterion are typically referred to as repetitive loss properties.34  For planning purposes, 
information on repetitive loss properties in the state has been researched and information 
is available for each county.  To provide a frame of reference for this study, the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency’s Repetitive Loss Properties Strategy was used.  Table 
6.13 provides a general summary of these target properties within the state by 
jurisdiction, including the number of repetitive loss properties, the number of claims, the 
dollar amount of cumulative losses paid for claims, the average payment per claim and 
the number of properties where some form of mitigation measure was implemented.  
Local officials maintain specific property information for these repetitive loss properties; 
however, details are not included in this plan due to privacy restrictions. 
 
                                                 
34
 The National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) definition of repetitive loss is, “any NFIP-insured 
property that, since 1978 and regardless of any change(s) of ownership during that period, has experienced: 
a) four or more paid flood losses; or b) two paid flood losses within a 10-year period that equal or exceed 
the current value of the insured property; or c) three or more paid losses that equal or exceed the current 
value of the insured property.”  For purposes of the Community Rating System the definition of repetitive 
loss is, “a property for which two or more NFIP losses of at least $1,000 each have been paid within any 
10-year rolling period since 1978.” 
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Five counties including Beaufort, Charleston, Dorchester, Georgetown and Horry share 
approximately 93 percent of the total repetitive loss properties.  Horry County has the 
largest number of repetitive loss properties and highest average claim payment.  The 
statewide average of repetitive loss claims is 2.4.  One property in Newberry County 
suffered seven claims. 
 
TABLE 6.13:   GENERAL SUMMARY OF REPETITIVE LOSS PROPERTIES 
COMMUNITY NAME  BUILDING PAYMENTS 
CONTENTS 
PAYMENTS LOSSES PROPERTIES 
ANDERSON COUNTY * $62,251.43  $4,974.56  3 1 
BAMBERG, CITY OF $20,691.00  $4,090.02  2 1 
BEAUFORT COUNTY* $775,537.47  $28,455.92  41 14 
BEAUFORT, CITY OF $49,189.61  $11,359.75  4 2 
BERKELEY COUNTY * $51,244.02  $653.60  2 1 
CAMDEN, CITY OF $18,239.58  $1,051.48  3 1 
CHARLESTON COUNTY* $603,930.14  $134,388.38  63 25 
CHARLESTON, CITY OF $6,778,273.58  $1,613,779.18  475 169 
CHERAW, TOWN OF $38,583.00  $13,703.20  2 1 
COLUMBIA, CITY OF $286,875.37  $93,290.16  32 11 
CONWAY, CITY OF $1,000,917.94  $200,481.37  50 18 
DARLINGTON COUNTY * $101,727.15  $22,353.44  11 5 
DARLINGTON, CITY OF $64,281.59  $3,007.87  6 3 
DORCHESTER COUNTY * $127,308.20  $7,449.83  9 4 
EASLEY, CITY OF $104,285.36  $521.73  4 2 
EDISTO BEACH,TOWN OF $447,695.73  $19,785.75  52 17 
FAIRFIELD COUNTY * $18,596.25  $8,083.00  4 1 
FLORENCE COUNTY * $337,050.40  $98,481  28 11 
FOLLY BEACH, CITY OF $2,043,656.77  $274,968.00  138 52 
FOREST ACRES, CITY OF $20,035.62  $0.00  3 1 
GEORGETOWN COUNTY * $10,197,701.04  $2,009,817.59  429 201 
GEORGETOWN, CITY OF $368,385.19  $278,276.35  39 13 
GREENVILLE COUNTY * $1,177,451.28  $290,381.13  112 42 
GREENVILLE, CITY OF $304,998.50  $639,552.89  27 8 
HANAHAN, CITY OF $75,874.43  $9,970.03  20 7 
HARDEEVILLE, TOWN OF $19,804.72  $9,319.69  4 2 
HILTON HEAD ISLAND, TOWN OF $918,141.47  $164,178  95 37 
HORRY COUNTY * $16,466,190.69  $3,414,471.71  630 254 
IRMO, TOWN OF $15,715.45  $0.00  2 1 
ISLE OF PALMS, CITY OF $2,138,402.51  $464,106.62  89 38 
JAMES ISLAND, TOWN OF $690,465.96  $110,936.42  65 27 
JASPER COUNTY* $64,854.75  $3,181  6 3 
LEXINGTON COUNTY * $154,404.31  $29,714.00  17 7 
LORIS, CITY OF $110,111.98  $0.00  3 1 
MARION COUNTY* $41,279.59  $1,439.52  11 5 
MAULDIN, CITY OF $417,778.46  $75,527  27 8 
MCCLELLANVILLE, TOWN OF $163,246.16  $57,400.00  6 3 
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MOUNT PLEASANT, TOWN OF $904,082.92  $74,883  85 31 
MULLINS, CITY OF $19,489.52  $0.00  4 1 
MYRTLE BEACH, CITY OF $4,518,556.26  $1,361,281.26  148 56 
NEWBERRY COUNTY* $4,834.06  $0.00  2 1 
NEWBERRY, CITY OF $53,234.49  $29,132.58  11 2 
NORTH CHARLESTON, CITY OF $757,467.18  $646,339  58 20 
NORTH MYRTLE BEACH, CITY OF $8,798,941.30  $1,695,697.60  531 222 
OCONEE COUNTY * $34,786.40  $9,100.00  2 1 
ORANGEBURG, CITY OF $3,115.58  0 2 1 
PAWLEYS ISLAND, TOWN OF $5,100,626.74  $832,491.79  164 76 
PICKENS COUNTY * $101,242.13  $15,474.00  8 2 
PORT ROYAL, CITY OF $3,873.93  $0  2 1 
RICHLAND COUNTY* $155,936.38  $81,367  5 1 
ROCK HILL, CITY OF $40,470.90  $30,000  2 1 
SEABROOK ISLAND, TOWN OF $42,869.96  $0  3 1 
SPARTANBURG COUNTY * $80,624.82  $15,053  8 4 
SPARTANBURG, CITY OF $72,178.96  $4,255.50  8 2 
SULLIVANS ISLAND, TOWN OF $802,934.73  $145,852.61  54 22 
SURFSIDE BEACH, TOWN OF $1,528,242.23  $289,175.95  80 31 
WACCAMAW NECK FLOOD DISTRICT $189,832.67  $60,000.00  2 1 
TOTAL $69,488,517.86  $15,389,253.64  3693 1474 
Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
 
C. SEVERE WINDS – HURRICANES AND TROPICAL STORMS 
Though the entire state is vulnerable to hurricane winds, coastal areas are more likely to 
experience higher winds than inland areas when storms impact the state from the Atlantic 
Ocean.  Using the HAZUS-MH MR4 hurricane wind model, a probabilistic analysis was 
performed to determine annualized losses due to hurricane winds for the state of South 
Carolina.  To accomplish this, HAZUS-MH MR4 modeled and ranked 100,000 years 
worth of possible storms varying in size, strength, speed, and direction, including 
potential losses for each event.  After modeling these storms, the model calculated the 
sum of expected loss for each event and then divided that sum by the number of years in 
the simulation (n=100,000), resulting in annualized hurricane wind losses.  Two other 
scenarios were also examined – the 100 year and 500 year hurricane wind event.   
The HAZUS-MH MR4 hurricane model simulates the worst-case scenario for one area, 
in this case the entire state of South Carolina. For the 100-year event, the worst-case 
scenario track moves almost due north through the state, making landfall in the 
Charleston area where there is a significant amount of exposure.  The 500-year model 
proceeds directly inland, just south of Charleston at a point where there is a high amount 
of exposure.  Unlike the 100-year event, the higher wind speeds continue inland much 
farther.     
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Figure 6.15 and Figure 6.16 show the distribution of wind speed during a 100- and 500-
year hurricane wind event by county.  Table 6.14 provides hurricane wind exposure and 
annualized loss estimates for 
residential and non-residential 
buildings.  The annualized 
losses presented here include 
damage to structures and 
contents, but do not include 
business interruption losses.  Six 
counties—Beaufort, Charleston, 
Dorchester, Berkeley, 
Georgetown and Horry—are 
expected to suffer 70 percent of 
the total losses in the state due to 
hurricane winds, and Charleston 
County alone could experience 
almost 30 percent of the state’s 
total losses should a hurricane 
impact the state. 
 
The results presented in Table 6.15 are the total loss contributions of each county in the 
two scenarios.  Figures 6.18 and 6.19 depict the overall direct losses.  More detailed, 
county-by-county assessments can be found in Appendix A of the State Hazard 
Assessment.  State-owned facilities were also analyzed using HAZUS-MH MR4 to 
determine exposure and estimated damages for two probabilistic hurricane wind event 
scenarios derived from the analysis explained above.  Table 6.16 provides hurricane 
wind exposure and loss estimates for state-owned facilities for 100- and 500- year events, 
based on the modeled storm tracks illustrated below.  Figures 6.17 and 6.18 illustrate the 
spatial differences in losses across South Carolina for state-owned facilities. 
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FIGURE 6.15: WIND SPEED MAP FOR 100-YEAR HURRICANE WIND EVENT 
 
 
FIGURE 6.16: WIND SPEED MAP FOR 500-YEAR HURRICANE WIND EVENT 
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TABLE 6.14:  EXPOSURE, ANNUALIZED LOSS FOR HURRICANE 
COUNTY RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS NON-RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS TOTAL EXPOSURE ANNUALIZED LOSS TOTAL EXPOSURE ANNUALIZED LOSS 
Abbeville $1,652,926,000 $282,816 $304,336,000 $17,000 
Aiken $10,002,273,000 $2,351,517 $2,085,228,000 $334,000 
Allendale $511,215,000 $693,934 $188,603,000 $75,000 
Anderson $11,194,508,000 $664,688 $2,766,335,000 $178,000 
Bamberg $883,627,000 $1,086,412 $202,759,000 $78,000 
Barnwell $1,231,193,000 $921,665 $348,234,000 $84,000 
Beaufort $11,281,901,000 $25,087,489 $2,359,631,000 $6,157,000 
Berkeley $8,644,266,000 $25,153,486 $1,191,732,000 $2,176,000 
Calhoun $858,793,000 $1,931,755 $108,900,000 $28,000 
Charleston $24,823,882,000 $75,389,106 $7,181,608,000 $24,998,000 
Cherokee $3,031,808,000 $281,892 $519,430,000 $32,000 
Chester $1,846,310,000 $403,386 $437,248,000 $35,000 
Chesterfield $2,233,713,000 $1,059,191 $632,801,000 $125,000 
Clarendon $1,766,947,000 $4,567,623 $403,730,000 $278,000 
Colleton $2,169,585,000 $5,358,202 $635,562,000 $637,000 
Darlington $3,589,739,000 $3,076,922 $1,007,718,000 $413,000 
Dillon $1,402,801,000 $2,344,490 $339,365,000 $193,000 
Dorchester $6,219,849,000 $17,498,618 $1,011,268,000 $1,601,000 
Edgefield $1,414,906,000 $475,672 $333,377,000 $42,000 
Fairfield $1,354,814,000 $744,489 $259,497,000 $26,000 
Florence $7,523,637,000 $6,491,888 $2,636,496,000 $1,614,000 
Georgetown $4,177,069,000 $12,904,342 $876,945,000 $2,860,000 
Greenville $28,356,692,000 $1,423,814 $12,463,712,000 $619,000 
Greenwood $4,479,784,000 $479,971 $1,554,776,000 $117,000 
Hampton $1,013,617,000 $2,409,813 $250,258,000 $163,000 
Horry $16,797,074,000 $38,947,715 $3,727,924,000 $13,950,000 
Jasper $1,000,304,000 $5,808,602 $279,099,000 $378,000 
Kershaw $3,431,548,000 $1,703,778 $732,365,000 $130,000 
Lancaster $3,594,582,000 $885,778 $719,495,000 $86,000 
Laurens $4,113,860,000 $544,545 $654,645,000 $40,000 
Lee $890,629,000 $1,307,102 $144,952,000 $57,000 
Lexington $16,076,598,000 $4,242,998 $3,585,033,000 $661,000 
Marion $1,630,495,000 $145,878 $481,465,000 $497,000 
Marlboro $1,364,850,000 $5,366,136 $311,391,000 $111,000 
McCormick $616,677,000 $1,461,769 $88,703,000 $6,000 
Newberry $2,388,359,000 $746,938 $385,906,000 $41,000 
Oconee $4,622,712,000 $165,377 $786,580,000 $33,000 
Orangeburg $5,189,142,000 $5,595,180 $1,313,868,000 $548,000 
Pickens $7,187,221,000 $330,183 $1,076,283,000 $45,000 
Richland $24,383,519,000 $6,788,696 $26,804,758,000 $9,357,000 
Saluda $1,276,769,000 $568,608 $230,319,000 $26,000 
Spartanburg $17,567,985,000 $1,112,790 $4,778,185,000 $253,000 
Sumter $5,940,030,000 $3,977,230 $1,540,297,000 $674,000 
Union $1,791,400,000 $262,749 $320,928,000 $25,000 
Williamsburg $1,614,588,000 $6,552,796 $437,402,000 $481,000 
York $11,494,036,000 $1,058,239 $2,587,675,000 $197,000 
TOTAL $274,638,233,000 $280,656,268 $91,086,822,000.00 $69,903,000 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR4 
 
  
 179 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
  October 2010 
 
 




 180 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
  October 2010 
 
TABLE 6.15:  TOTAL LOSSES FOR 100 AND 500 YEAR HURRICANE WIND 
EVENT 
COUNTY 100-YEAR LOSSES 500-YEAR LOSSES 
Abbeville $0 $0 
Aiken $0 $5,161,621 
Allendale $3 $2,220,499 
Anderson $0 $0 
Bamberg $42,590 $13,106,383 
Barnwell $0 $2,727,576 
Beaufort $48,950,714 $633,071,461 
Berkeley $1,357,925,131 $6,289,460,395 
Calhoun $3,591,857 $186,551,905 
Charleston $5,199,358,086 $16,609,635,933 
Cherokee $0 $30,231 
Chester $0 $5,216,690 
Chesterfield $5,901,626 $104,935,469 
Clarendon $89,974,160 $1,152,667,376 
Colleton $37,450,316 $506,926,029 
Darlington $46,808,748 $512,960,117 
Dillon $43,378,023 $54,294,825 
Dorchester $532,210,136 $3,613,083,030 
Edgefield $0 $31,467 
Fairfield $0 $12,271,986 
Florence $179,708,442 $891,202,084 
Georgetown $86,136,772 $382,087,106 
Greenville $0 $0 
Greenwood $0 $0 
Hampton $721,884 $34,221,364 
Horry $39,677,263 $109,935,446 
Jasper $1,133,193 $36,604,307 
Kershaw $1,595,869 $100,372,385 
Lancaster $19,742 $26,458,385 
Laurens $0 $0 
Lee $9,476,602 $226,299,739 
Lexington $0 $34,059,357 
Marion $67,874,470 $99,677,303 
Marlboro $24,959,426 $98,394,382 
McCormick $0 $0 
Newberry $0 $1,365,201 
Oconee $0 $0 
Orangeburg $23,903,015 $640,119,331 
Pickens $0 $0 
Richland $734,039 $148,893,009 
Saluda $0 $426,864 
Spartanburg $0 $0 
Sumter $24,550,230 $711,009,356 
Union $0 $175,884 
Williamsburg $225,147,652 $1,185,674,885 
York $0 $8,361,136 
TOTAL $8,051,229,988 $34,439,690,517 
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FIGURE 6.18:  TOTAL LOSSES FROM 100-YEAR HURRICANE WIND EVENT 
 
 
FIGURE 6.19:  TOTAL LOSSES FROM 500-YEAR HURRICANE WIND EVENT 
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TABLE 6.16: DAMAGE ESTIMATES TO STATE FACILITIES FOR 100- AND 
500-YEAR HURRICANES 
COUNTY FACILITIES EXPOSED 
DAMAGE FROM 100-YEAR EVENT DAMAGE FROM 500-YEAR EVENT 
BUILDING DAMAGE TOTAL DAMAGE BUILDING DAMAGE TOTAL DAMAGE 
Abbeville 6 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Aiken 40 $0 $0 $5,896 $6,235 
Allendale 22 $0 $0 $5,713 $22,693 
Anderson  46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Bamberg  23 $47 $47 $26,011 $125,872 
Barnwell 22 $0 $0 $5,032 $5,045 
Beaufort 48 $79,345 $396,302 $1,999,246 $5,666,099 
Berkeley  20 $2,898,105 $8,013,115 $14,980,647 $34,507,098 
Calhoun 6 $2,716 $3,135 $441,865 $1,382,230 
Charleston  292 $12,721,835 $32,287,481 $40,616,385 $95,617,345 
Cherokee 15 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Chester  18 $0 $0 $3,078 $3,102 
Chesterfield  27 $6,164 $7,164 $172,290 $930,690 
Clarendon 29 $143,195 $716,278 $2,294,544 $5,609,990 
Colleton 65 $138,000 $745,435 $2,450,114 $6,599,239 
Darlington  10 $49,392 $280,344 $1,260,956 $4,183,733 
Dillon 5 $75,506 $635,724 $120,490 $958,071 
Dorchester  37 $724,037 $2,697,324 $6,998,019 $17,016,254 
Edgefield 26 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Fairfield  5 $0 $0 $6,912 $7,477 
Florence  115 $347,230 $1,871,458 $2,862,604 $8,281,308 
Georgetown  20 $109,512 $366,592 $660,387 $2,098,963 
Greenville  87 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Greenwood  67 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Hampton  14 $273 $275 $56,518 $259,699 
Horry 85 $17,473 $77,164 $51,647 $236,745 
Jasper 21 $1,037 $1,039 $45,395 $135,387 
Kershaw 35 $470 $470 $105,176 $389,354 
Lancaster  18 $0 $0 $21,269 $39,407 
Laurens 46 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Lee 22 $9,436 $76,660 $614,100 $1,809,116 
Lexington  57 $0 $0 $42,374 $43,848 
Marion  8 $0 $0 $0 $1,368,144  
 Marlboro 16 $72,116 $579,394 $113,441 $0 
McCormick 57 $30,988 $190,154 $235,447 $747,310 
Newberry 15 $0 $0 $632 $632 
Oconee  21 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Orangeburg 104 $40,943 $167,006 $1,695,551 $4,835,199 
Pickens 226 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Richland  609 $387 $387 $401,312 $665,517 
Saluda  7 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Spartanburg  106 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Sumter  62 $24,374 $159,330 $1,108,334 $3,210,583 
Union  18 $0 $0 $289 $289 
Williamsburg  22 $465,033 $2,059,294 $2,916,993 $7,522,795 
York  78 $0 $0 $8,663 $8,667 
TOTAL 2698 $17,957,613 $51,331,572 $82,327,331 $204,294,136 
Source: South Carolina Emergency Management Division, HAZUS-MHMR4 
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D. THUNDERSTORMS 
According to the historical data collected by the National Climatic Data Center since 
1950, approximately 2.67 thunderstorm events occur annually per county.  Since 207, the 
average number of events per county has jumped to 10.97.  This is likely due to better 
methods for recording storm events. Because it cannot be predicted where thunderstorms 
may occur, all buildings and facilities are considered to be exposed to this hazard and 
could be impacted.   
 
Annualized loss estimates for thunderstorms were calculated by multiplying the total 
property damage recorded for past thunderstorm events by county by the average annual 
number of thunderstorms per county.  Data from 1950 through 2009 was used in this 
calculation.  It is estimated that the annualized losses due to thunderstorms in the state of 
South Carolina total $18,216,725.38.    When we compare the storm data from 2004 – 
2006 to 2007 – 2009, we see an increase in losses statewide of 0.68 percent.  This number 
allows us to project future losses from thunderstorm events.  Table 6.17 shows the total 
exposure, average annual number of thunderstorm events by wind speed, estimated 
annualized loss and projected annualized loss in 2025 by county. 
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TABLE 6.17: ANNUAL NUMBER OF THUNDERSTORMS AND POTENTIAL 
ANNUALIZED LOSS 
COUNTY TOTAL BUILDING EXPOSURE 






Abbeville $2,446,747,000 2.09 $407,750.87 $1,678.00
Aiken $14,008,708,000 4.25 $52,842.57 $11,344.92
Allendale $830,668,000 1.50 $40,105.43 $14,654.53
Anderson $17,529,792,000 5.66 $827,150.17 $9,879.23
Bamberg $1,299,903,000 1.85 $60,989.92 $8,743.26
Barnwell $1,908,076,000 1.84 $477,706.33 $12,369.26
Beaufort $15,434,444,000 3.43 $132,977.83 $15,722.63
Berkeley $11,765,325,000 3.77 $286,766.72 $7,271.33
Calhoun $1,133,637,000 1.87 $260,257.07 $7,159.47
Charleston $38,673,198,000 5.03 $140,026.40 $8,457.12
Cherokee $4,608,533,000 3.02 $813,636.77 $80,106.26
Chester $2,795,809,000 2.18 $295,186.27 $4,058.66
Chesterfield $3,487,424,000 1.86 $378,670.58 $3,252.74
Clarendon $2,331,124,000 2.31 $151,140.60 $5,436.72
Colleton $3,239,199,000 4.74 $186,899.98 $5,604.52
Darlington $5,621,858,000 2.54 $658,584.25 $47,377.13
Dillon $2,181,842,000 1.88 $1,900,616.92 $4,189.59
Dorchester $8,696,123,000 3.56 $105,737.88 $8,182.54
Edgefield $2,153,081,000 1.49 $11,591.73 $8,004.06
Fairfield $1,851,849,000 2.09 $19,758.98 $12,202.42
Florence $12,695,135,000 3.01 $346,274.78 $30,204.00
Georgetown $6,239,848,000 1.64 $385,815.35 $5,766.22
Greenville $44,820,985,000 6.57 $688,948.90 $75,362.66
Greenwood $7,130,309,000 2.98 $379,109.88 $6,218.47
Hampton $1,527,434,000 2.10 $60,853.23 $3,109.24
Horry $24,269,109,000 3.61 $1,051,309.97 $112,078.41
Jasper $1,608,942,000 1.96 $61,457.42 $7,407.17
Kershaw $4,834,795,000 2.80 $852,845.23 $6,670.05
Lancaster $5,456,801,000 1.92 $229,207.75 $176,281.53
Laurens $5,928,699,000 4.01 $565,794.87 $108,302.91
Lee $1,307,450,000 1.54 $17,171.75 $9,473.07
Lexington $23,183,973,000 5.95 $105,491.15 $27,949.34
Marion $2,641,807,000 1.79 $720,326.77 $21,814.00
Marlboro $2,049,589,000 1.80 $360,497.20 $9,627.53
McCormick $816,818,000 1.03 $116,283.83 $8,131.85
Newberry $3,427,054,000 2.47 $38,983.48 $9,717.81
Oconee $6,769,024,000 3.61 $2,618,537.18 $53,935.71
Orangeburg $8,164,731,000 4.45 $56,666.72 $9,379.14
Pickens $10,586,472,000 3.72 $291,304.97 $49,081.50
Richland $37,848,411,000 5.32 $111,605.92 $6,505.48
Saluda $1,657,625,000 1.71 $69,830.03 $5,628.93
Spartanburg $28,980,787,000 6.84 $475,676.62 $457,564.11
Sumter $9,181,733,000 3.16 $404,786.68 $16,223.86
Union $2,605,842,000 2.51 $221,278.87 $66,448.80
Williamsburg $2,309,328,000 1.34 $398,956.23 $30,506.04
York $17,516,485,000 3.61 $379,313.33 $7,191.43
TOTAL $415,556,526,000 3.01 $18,216,725.38 $1,596,274
Sources: HAZUS-MH MR4, NCDC, SCEMD calculation based on 2007-2009 data 
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E. TORNADOES  
During the 60 year history of records maintained by the National Climatic Data Center 
(NCDC), 919 tornadoes have been reported in South Carolina, including 15 events of F–4 
magnitude.  According to past tornado damages recorded by the NCDC, statewide 
property damages equal an estimated $516,180,000.   On average, South Carolina can 
expect to have 15.27 tornadoes a year.  Because the location of tornado strikes cannot be 
predicted, all buildings and facilities are considered to be equally exposed to this hazard 
and could potentially be impacted.   
 
Annualized losses were calculated by dividing the total damages sustained across each 
county by the number of years of recorded events.  Table 6.18 shows the average annual 
number of tornado events recorded by county (expressed as an annual percentage), total 
building exposure, and estimated potential annualized losses by county. 
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Abbeville 0.27 $2,446,747,000 $493,600 
Aiken 0.55 $14,008,708,000 $104,967 
Allendale 0.23 $830,668,000 $43,000 
Anderson  0.48 $17,529,792,000 $148,417 
Bamberg  0.28 $1,299,903,000 $42,950 
Barnwell 0.30 $1,908,076,000 $175,533 
Beaufort 0.35 $15,434,444,000 $21,167 
Berkeley  0.50 $11,765,325,000 $140,617 
Calhoun 0.20 $1,133,637,000 $24,183 
Charleston  0.63 $38,673,198,000 $73,600 
Cherokee 0.25 $4,608,533,000 $108,600 
Chester  0.20 $2,795,809,000 $127,417 
Chesterfield  0.37 $3,487,424,000 $445,550 
Clarendon 0.43 $2,331,124,000 $56,850 
Colleton 0.32 $3,239,199,000 $6,883 
Darlington  0.33 $5,621,858,000 $72,067 
Dillon 0.23 $2,181,842,000 $137,650 
Dorchester  0.26 $8,696,123,000 $50,917 
Edgefield 0.25 $2,153,081,000 $42,933 
Fairfield  0.35 $1,851,849,000 $466,600 
Florence  0.52 $12,695,135,000 $45,600 
Georgetown  0.22 $6,239,848,000 $57,550 
Greenville  0.37 $44,820,985,000 $182,917 
Greenwood  0.27 $7,130,309,000 $268,000 
Hampton  0.22 $1,527,434,000 $9,217 
Horry 0.63 $24,269,109,000 $344,433 
Jasper 0.13 $1,608,942,000 $1,300 
Kershaw 0.38 $4,834,795,000 $422,000 
Lancaster  0.15 $5,456,801,000 $467,133 
Laurens 0.21 $5,928,699,000 $506,333 
Lee 0.15 $1,307,450,000 $1,383 
Lexington  0.37 $23,183,973,000 $949,500 
Marion  0.13 $2,641,807,000 $61,717 
Marlboro 0.24 $2,049,589,000 $852,300 
McCormick 0.23 $816,818,000 $8,483 
Newberry 0.50 $3,427,054,000 $632,067 
Oconee  0.38 $6,769,024,000 $115,383 
Orangeburg 0.78 $8,164,731,000 $119,000 
Pickens 0.37 $10,586,472,000 $84,550 
Richland  0.57 $37,848,411,000 $207,800 
Saluda  0.17 $1,657,625,000 $88,333 
Spartanburg  0.43 $28,980,787,000 $169,117 
Sumter  0.30 $9,181,733,000 $76,617 
Union  0.20 $2,605,842,000 $92,133 
Williamsburg  0.21 $2,309,328,000 $24,867 
York  0.32 $17,516,485,000 $31,767 
TOTAL 15.27 $415,556,526,000 $8,603,000 
Sources: NCDC, HAZUS-MH, SCEMD calculation 
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F. WILDFIRE 
In order to conduct a vulnerability analysis for wildfire in the state, data was obtained 
from South Carolina Forestry Commission (SCFC), including the total number of annual 
wildfires and damage area (burn acres) dating from 1998 to 2009.  During this period, 
43,691 wildfires were recorded, translating into approximately 79 wildfires per year per 
county and 3641 statewide.   
 
Annualized loss estimates for wildfire were calculated for each county by multiplying the 
annual average number of acres burned from recorded past wildfires by the average 
damage per acre ($76.20), which was obtained from the 1996 SCFC Annual Report. This 
figure has not been updated, but SCEMD plans to improve this calculation in the next 
Plan update.  Based on these estimates, the annualized losses due to wildfire in the state 
of South Carolina total $1,744,475.  Figure 6.22 illustrates the occurrence of wildfires 
for the state fiscal year 2009.  Table 6.19 shows total forest acres in South Carolina, 
average annual number of wildfires, average acreage burned and an estimated annualized 
loss by county.    
 
 
FIGURE 6.22:  WILDFIRE OCCURANCES IN 2009 
 
Source: SC Forestry Commission, 2010 
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TABLE 6.19:  ANNUAL NUMBER OF WILDFIRE OCCURRENCES, 
POTENTIAL ANNUALIZED LOSSES 
COUNTY TOTAL FOREST LAND (ACRES)  






Abbeville 248,551 51 132.21 $10,074 
Aiken 524,743 149 618.90 $47,160 
Allendale 199,005 21 142.38 $10,850 
Anderson 216,023 41 197.86 $15,077 
Bamberg 202,862 34 174.83 $13,322 
Barnwell 266,959 35 193.91 $14,776 
Beaufort 130,448 56 328.04 $24,997 
Berkeley 595,291 207 1,707.67 $130,124 
Calhoun 151,294 42 144.11 $10,981 
Charleston 318,526 69 514.54 $39,208 
Cherokee 168,077 34 167.28 $12,747 
Chester 315,565 32 164.98 $12,572 
Chesterfield 416,239 109 509.91 $38,855 
Clarendon 238,952 125 837.36 $63,807 
Colleton 560,896 161 1,057.04 $80,547 
Darlington 176,333 108 484.67 $36,932 
Dillon 163,935 64 365.50 $27,851 
Dorchester 272,524 80 499.29 $38,046 
Edgefield 279,433 26 110.37 $8,410 
Fairfield 408,433 56 247.14 $18,832 
Florence 308,707 192 1,115.30 $84,986 
Georgetown 400,136 89 950.60 $72,436 
Greenville 296,082 51 259.92 $19,806 
Greenwood 205,593 34 119.03 $9,070 
Hampton 303,663 74 319.30 $24,331 
Horry 493,012 161 2,909.76 $221,724 
Jasper 341,036 111 888.76 $67,723 
Kershaw 376,376 90 470.35 $35,841 
Lancaster 291,845 39 153.78 $11,718 
Laurens 337,499 38 183.17 $13,957 
Lee 121,735 72 517.13 $39,405 
Lexington 256,939 156 358.11 $27,288 
Marion 226,896 39 230.36 $17,553 
Marlboro 226,676 70 365.08 $27,819 
McCormick 223,394 26 113.95 $8,683 
Newberry 334,566 28 115.48 $8,800 
Oconee 292,590 49 189.57 $14,445 
Orangeburg 446,887 197 924.60 $70,455 
Pickens 236,029 57 182.56 $13,911 
Richland 352,904 67 521.96 $39,773 
Saluda 196,376 30 107.08 $8,159 
Spartanburg 286,496 42 166.39 $12,679 
Sumter 268,338 121 915.82 $69,785 
Union 277,640 30 111.05 $8,462 
Williamsburg 407,761 245 2,002.82 $152,615 
York 293,768 34 103.49 $7,886 
TOTALSTATE 13,657,033 3,641 22,893.38 $1,744,475 
Sources: South Carolina Forestry Commission, SCEMD calculation 
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Statewide wildfire risk maps do not exist for South Carolina at this time; therefore, in 
order to determine the vulnerability of state facilities to the wildfire hazard, a GIS 
analysis was conducted.  The analysis identified all state facilities (greater than 3,000 sq 
ft) located within five (5) miles of US Forest Service lands, and State and National 
(Congaree National Monument) parks.  As a result of this analysis, a total of 731 
facilities were identified.  The value of those facilities located within five miles state and 
federal parklands was determined to be $1,847,852.  Figure XXX below depicts the 
buildings in the 5 mile buffer zone. There were no state facilities located within five 
miles of Congaree National Monument.  As better wildfire risk data becomes available in 
the future, the assessment of state facilities at risk to the wildfire hazards will be 
modified.  Some of the types of buildings identified in this analysis are maintenance 
sheds, workshops, education facilities, truck sheds, state park facilities, corrections 
facilities, state hospitals and armories.   
 
FIGURE 6.23: STATE-OWNED BUILDINGS IN THE WILDFIRE HAZARD 
ZONE 
 
Source: SCEMD calculation 
 
G. DROUGHT 
Drought can impact natural systems as well as the ability of our cities, towns and 
neighborhoods to function effectively.  Specific effects may include a reduction in the 
production of food grains and other crops, the size and quality of livestock and fish, 
available forage for livestock and wildlife and the availability of water supplies needed 
by communities and industry.  While the entire state is vulnerable to drought, estimated 
losses are difficult to calculate because drought causes little damage to the built 
environment.  Since the agricultural sector is often the most directly affected and data is 
available to assess the impact of drought on this sector, this study will focus on 
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agricultural loss estimation.  It is assumed that all buildings and facilities are exposed to 
drought but would experience negligible damage. 
 
Because NCDC records do not provide accurate dollar amounts for losses associated with 
reported drought events, the following methodology for determining an annualized loss 
amount was used.  First, the seasonal drought outlook was obtained from NOAA’s 
Drought Monitor.  It is estimated that the central portion of South Carolina will develop 
drought conditions in the future.  Using this information and the corresponding GIS layer, 
Figure XXX was created.  Second, using the drought overlay, counties completely 
contained within the drought hazard area were assigned the highest level of vulnerability 
(high) and counties completely outside the region were assigned the lowest level of 
vulnerability (minimal).  Counties that were partially contained within the boundary were 
designated as moderately vulnerable (moderate).   Third, the overall agricultural exposure 
to drought was assessed.  It was assumed that only non-irrigated land, including all crops 
and 50 percent of livestock located on non-irrigated land, would be affected.  The South 
Carolina State Climatology Office provided probability factors for use in this analysis.  
Market values used in this analysis for crops, livestock and livestock products, and 
agricultural production was taken from the United States Department of Agriculture’s 
2007 Census of Agriculture.  Total exposure was calculated by multiplying the total 
assumed agricultural value (the sum of total crop value and 50 percent of livestock value 
on non-irrigated lands) by the market values.  The results of these calculations provide 
the overall drought risk in South Carolina. 
 
Table 6.20 shows the total harvested cropland, irrigated land, the market value of crops, 
the market value of livestock and their products and the total market value of agricultural 
production in the state.  Table 6.21 shows the percent of non-irrigated land, agricultural 
market values, drought hazard level, and dollar exposure for each county in the state of 
South Carolina.  Counties that are most at risk and have the highest levels of exposure 
include Darlington, Kershaw, Lexington, and Sumter counties.   
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Abbeville  26,447 1,477 $2,988,000 $7,257,000 $10,246,000 
Aiken  62,150 3,153 $10,375,000 $92,420,000 $102,796,000 
Allendale  49,090 6,584 $11,859,000 $3,390,000 $15,249,000 
Anderson  63,764 664 $5,546,000 $44,685,000 $50,231,000 
Bamberg  53,888 5,486 $16,372,000 $7,081,000 $23,453,000 
Barnwell  46,790 3,871 $9,246,000 $11,798,000 $21,044,000 
Beaufort  3,578 2,430 $27,429,000 $830,000 $28,258,000 
Berkeley  6,095 623 N/A N/A N/A 
Calhoun  46,809 10,030 $30,017,000 $16,386,000 $46,403,000 
Charleston  4,674 1,304 $17,533,000 $6,508,000 $24,041,000 
Cherokee  10,489 120 $1,544,000 $38,834,000 $40,379,000 
Chester  16,849 221 $1,815,000 $28,300,000 $30,115,000 
Chesterfield  25,760 1,083 $9,138,000 $71,051,000 $80,189,000 
Clarendon  88,615 2,761 $37,836,000 $44,171,000 $82,007,000 
Colleton  19,378 2,630 $19,041,000 $3,333,000 $22,374,000 
Darlington  98,376 4,134 $31,339,000 $43,753,000 $75,091,000 
Dillon  75,520 1,052 $25,893,000 $51,185,000 $77,078,000 
Dorchester  29,754 1,845 $14,463,000 $17,703,000 $32,166,000 
Edgefield  17,820 4,986 $38,642,000 $8,037,000 $46,679,000 
Fairfield  7,879 224 $1,505,000 $25,333,000 $26,838,000 
Florence  93,513 2,465 $30,267,000 $3,513,000 $33,779,000 
Georgetown  11,156 710 $20,846,000 $2,624,000 $23,470,000 
Greenville  16,321 1,760 $16,465,000 $2,807,000 $19,272,000 
Greenwood  9,035 115 $6,068,000 $8,000,000 $14,068,000 
Hampton  34,219 2,812 $11,814,000 $514,000 $12,328,000 
Horry  74,739 1,316 $43,400,000 $22,450,000 $65,850,000 
Jasper  4,884 2,737 N/A N/A N/A 
Kershaw  14,742 1,438 $4,722,000 $164,753,000 $169,475,000 
Lancaster  11,078 258 $2,022,000 $65,692,000 $67,714,000 
Laurens  22,926 435 $2,335,000 $35,745,000 $38,080,000 
Lee  76,880 4,322 $27,365,000 $42,515,000 $69,880,000 
Lexington  34,359 11,078 $48,090,000 $118,366,000 $166,456,000 
Marion  31,920 916 $11,088,000 $10,640,000 $21,727,000 
Marlboro  62,501 1,550 $13,294,000 $24,506,000 $37,800,000 
McCormick  1,713 15 N/A $3,686,000 N/A 
Newberry  24,891 1,438 $3,635,000 $95,833,000 $99,467,000 
Oconee  13,091 309 $3,077,000 $125,758,000 $128,835,000 
Orangeburg  124,312 23,570 $63,223,000 $86,522,000 $149,745,000 
Pickens  12,662 779 N/A N/A $8,247,000 
Richland  18,064 1,425 $6,740,000 $3,425,000 $10,164,000 
Saluda  23,964 4,160 $6,449,000 $79,570,000 $86,018,000 
Spartanburg  24,240 2,090 $15,099,000 $11,196,000 $26,295,000 
Sumter  74,789 9,486 $33,122,000 $55,705,000 $88,827,000 
Union  4,940 117 N/A $3,086,000 N/A 
Williamsburg  75,890 913 $30,072,000 $12,377,000 $42,449,000 
York  21,533 968 N/A N/A $92,467,000 
TOTAL 1,551,670 132,439 $798,490,000 $1,554,190,000 $2,352,681,000 
Source: USDA 2007 Agriculture Census 
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FIGURE 6-24:  PREDICTIONS FOR FUTURE DROUGHT CONDITIONS 
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TABLE 6.21:  ESTIMATED DROUGHT HAZARD AND AGRICULTURAL 
EXPOSURE 









Abbeville  94% $10,246,000 MINIMAL $4,534,056
Aiken  95% $102,796,000 MODERATE $31,781,489
Allendale  87% $15,249,000 MINIMAL $11,002,291
Anderson  99% $50,231,000 MINIMAL $16,543,167
Bamberg  90% $23,453,000 MODERATE $16,295,301
Barnwell  92% $21,044,000 MODERATE $11,186,550
Beaufort  32% $28,258,000 MINIMAL $8,867,161
Berkeley  90% N/A MINIMAL N/A 
Calhoun  79% $46,403,000 HIGH $26,803,829
Charleston  72% $24,041,000 MINIMAL $13,814,549
Cherokee  99% $40,379,000 MINIMAL $11,123,765
Chester  99% $30,115,000 HIGH $8,773,394
Chesterfield  96% $80,189,000 HIGH $25,769,791
Clarendon  97% $82,007,000 MODERATE $47,355,822
Colleton  86% $22,374,000 MINIMAL $17,176,898
Darlington  96% $75,091,000 HIGH $40,500,657
Dillon  99% $77,078,000 HIGH $38,150,305
Dorchester  94% $32,166,000 MINIMAL $17,717,488
Edgefield  72% $46,679,000 MODERATE $29,277,112
Fairfield  97% $26,838,000 HIGH $7,615,409
Florence  97% $33,779,000 HIGH $30,324,262
Georgetown  94% $23,470,000 MODERATE $20,133,551
Greenville  89% $19,272,000 MINIMAL $15,315,547
Greenwood  99% $14,068,000 MODERATE $7,965,308
Hampton  92% $12,328,000 MINIMAL $10,961,106
Horry  98% $65,850,000 MODERATE $48,149,491
Jasper  44% N/A MINIMAL N/A 
Kershaw  90% $169,475,000 HIGH $41,431,961
Lancaster  98% $67,714,000 HIGH $18,015,427
Laurens  98% $38,080,000 MODERATE $11,057,388
Lee  94% $69,880,000 HIGH $35,857,837
Lexington  68% $166,456,000 HIGH $52,635,496
Marion  97% $21,727,000 HIGH $13,353,477
Marlboro  98% $37,800,000 HIGH $18,938,879
McCormick  99% N/A MINIMAL N/A 
Newberry  94% $99,467,000 HIGH $25,999,136
Oconee  98% $128,835,000 MINIMAL $33,701,772
Orangeburg  81% $149,745,000 MODERATE $68,764,973
Pickens  94% $8,247,000 MINIMAL N/A 
Richland  92% $10,164,000 HIGH $6,997,011
Saluda  83% $86,018,000 HIGH $21,768,781
Spartanburg  91% $26,295,000 MINIMAL $16,354,814
Sumter  87% $88,827,000 HIGH $41,080,799
Union  98% N/A MODERATE N/A 
Williamsbur 99% $42,449,000 MODERATE $32,767,241
York  96% $92,467,000 MODERATE N/A 
TOTAL 91% $2,352,681,000  $1,085,720,816
 Source: NOAA Drought Monitor, 2007 Agricultural Census, and SCEMD calculation 
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H. HAIL 
According to the historical data collected by the National Climatic Data Center since 
1955, approximately 2.59 hail events occur annually per county.  To compute the 
estimated annualized losses that can be expected by county, the total amount of damage 
recorded per county was divided by the average number of hail events experienced per 
county.   Because it cannot be predicted where hail events may occur, all buildings and 
facilities are considered to be exposed to this hazard and could be impacted.   
 
Based on this method of calculation, it is estimated that the annualized losses due to hail 
occurrences in the state of South Carolina total $875,679.  This number is expected to 
increase as the state population grows over time.  Table 6.22 shows the total exposure, 
annual number of hail events, and estimated annualized losses by county. 
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TABLE 6.22: AVERAGE NUMBER OF HAIL EVENTS & ESTIMATED 
ANNUALIZED LOSSES 
COUNTY TOTAL BUILDING EXPOSURE 




Abbeville $2,446,747,000 1.78 $13,460 
Aiken $14,008,708,000 3.73 $3,303 
Allendale $830,668,000 1.05 $731 
Anderson $17,529,792,000 4.85 $74,029 
Bamberg $1,299,903,000 1.57 $1,695 
Barnwell $1,908,076,000 1.52 $13,107 
Beaufort $15,434,444,000 2.50 $5,201 
Berkeley $11,765,325,000 4.18 $15,110 
Calhoun $1,133,637,000 1.57 $6,776 
Charleston $38,673,198,000 4.97 $9,551 
Cherokee $4,608,533,000 2.55 $39,248 
Chester $2,795,809,000 1.73 $8,914 
Chesterfield $3,487,424,000 1.72 $11,523 
Clarendon $2,331,124,000 1.88 $5,013 
Colleton $3,239,199,000 3.47 $11,037 
Darlington $5,621,858,000 2.28 $23,457 
Dillon $2,181,842,000 1.37 $47,710 
Dorchester $8,696,123,000 3.10 $5,044 
Edgefield $2,153,081,000 1.28 $228 
Fairfield $1,851,849,000 1.70 $560 
Florence $12,695,135,000 2.62 $16,988 
Georgetown $6,239,848,000 1.47 $10,343 
Greenville $44,820,985,000 6.15 $73,037 
Greenwood $7,130,309,000 2.67 $65,547 
Hampton $1,527,434,000 1.42 $1,700 
Horry $24,269,109,000 3.62 $60,112 
Jasper $1,608,942,000 1.23 $1,397 
Kershaw $4,834,795,000 2.53 $37,806 
Lancaster $5,456,801,000 1.57 $5,933 
Laurens $5,928,699,000 3.30 $34,488 
Lee $1,307,450,000 1.30 $347 
Lexington $23,183,973,000 4.92 $8,326 
Marion $2,641,807,000 1.45 $19,764 
Marlboro $2,049,589,000 1.57 $10,145 
McCormick $816,818,000 0.90 $1,751 
Newberry $3,427,054,000 2.27 $1,454 
Oconee $6,769,024,000 3.02 $151,746 
Orangeburg $8,164,731,000 3.87 $3,857 
Pickens $10,586,472,000 3.22 $16,626 
Richland $37,848,411,000 4.53 $9,022 
Saluda $1,657,625,000 1.42 $1,713 
Spartanburg $28,980,787,000 5.93 $36,063 
Sumter $9,181,733,000 2.82 $19,067 
Union $2,605,842,000 2.10 $8,172 
Williamsburg $2,309,328,000 1.35 $8,610 
York $17,516,485,000 3.28 $22,784 
TOTAL $415,556,526,000  $875,679 
      Sources: HAZUS-MH, NCDC, SCEMD calculation 
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I. WINTER STORMS 
Unlike hazards such as flooding that typically impact a specific location, winter storms 
most often affect large geographic areas including multiple counties.  Using National 
Climatic Data Center data including 17 years of records, total damages for each county 
were calculated.  In instances where multiple counties were affected and the value of 
damage reflects the total for the affected area, an average share for each county was 
calculated.  To calculate annualized loss, the total damages were divided by the number 
of recorded years, resulting in an estimated annualized loss of $10,996,560.  Potential 
losses for winter storms are difficult to capture because additional factors such as the 
removal of snow from roadways, debris clean-up, indirect losses from power outages, are 
not represented in this estimate.  Based on this methodology of computing annualized 
losses, it is expected that Oconee and Pickens Counties are likely to suffer the greatest 
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TABLE 6.23:  BUILDING EXPOSURE, AVERAGE ANNUAL WINTER 
STORMS, ANNUALIZED LOSSES (1993 – 2009) 





Abbeville $2,446,747,000 1.65 $737,869 
Aiken $14,008,708,000 0.24 $0 
Allendale $830,668,000 0.24 $0 
Anderson $17,529,792,000 2.41 $757,134 
Bamberg $1,299,903,000 0.24 $0 
Barnwell $1,908,076,000 0.24 $0 
Beaufort $15,434,444,000 0.06 $0 
Berkeley $11,765,325,000 0.29 $0 
Calhoun $1,133,637,000 0.29 $0 
Charleston $38,673,198,000 0.24 $0 
Cherokee $4,608,533,000 3.12 $772,592 
Chester $2,795,809,000 2.41 $600,748 
Chesterfield $3,487,424,000 0.94 $21,776 
Clarendon $2,331,124,000 0.29 $0 
Colleton $3,239,199,000 0.29 $0 
Darlington $5,621,858,000 0.76 $278,277 
Dillon $2,181,842,000 0.71 $278,277 
Dorchester $8,696,123,000 0.29 $0 
Edgefield $2,153,081,000 0.29 $0 
Fairfield $1,851,849,000 0.88 $22,070 
Florence $12,695,135,000 0.59 $211,423 
Georgetown $6,239,848,000 0.18 $1,089 
Greenville $44,820,985,000 3.65 $769,452 
Greenwood $7,130,309,000 1.47 $736,973 
Hampton $1,527,434,000 0.18 $0 
Horry $24,269,109,000 0.24 $210,933 
Jasper $1,608,942,000 0.12 $0 
Kershaw $4,834,795,000 0.76 $21,776 
Lancaster $5,456,801,000 1.18 $22,070 
Laurens $5,928,699,000 1.76 $752,984 
Lee $1,307,450,000 0.53 $0 
Lexington $23,183,973,000 0.53 $0 
Marion $2,641,807,000 0.47 $212,022 
Marlboro $2,049,589,000 0.94 $303,555 
McCormick $816,818,000 0.53 $21,776 
Newberry $3,427,054,000 0.88 $22,070 
Oconee $6,769,024,000 3.71 $953,282 
Orangeburg $8,164,731,000 0.24 $0 
Pickens $10,586,472,000 3.41 $953,282 
Richland $37,848,411,000 0.47 $0 
Saluda $1,657,625,000 0.41 $0 
Spartanburg $28,980,787,000 3.35 $769,452 
Sumter $9,181,733,000 0.47 $0 
Union $2,605,842,000 1.76 $751,910 
Williamsburg $2,309,328,000 0.35 $212,010 
York $17,516,485,000 2.00 $601,757 
TOTAL $415,556,526,000 7.29 $10,996,560 
  Sources: HAZUS-MH, NCDC, SCEMD calculation 
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J. LIGHTNING 
Because it cannot be predicted where lightning may occur, all buildings and facilities are 
considered to be exposed to this hazard and could be impacted.  Using National Climatic 
Data Center data including 17 years of records, total damages for each county were 
calculated.  To calculate annualized loss, the total damages were divided by the number 
of recorded years, resulting in an estimated annualized loss of $5,592,515.  Table 6.24 
shows total property exposure, annual number of lightning events resulting in property 
damage, estimated annualized loss by county based on the National Climatic Data Center 
(NCDC) records from 1993 to 2009.  A blank box indicates that estimated annual damage 
is less than $1,000.  However, the National Lightning Safety Institute claims that the 
damage estimates reported by government agencies (such as NCDC) do not accurately 
represent actual losses because losses are often underestimated or underreported.  
Realistic lightning costs and losses may reach $4-5 billion per year including losses 
associated with forest fires, insurance claims and damages to warehouses, aircraft, 
electrical infrastructure and nuclear power plants.  According to available data, Allendale 
and Anderson counties have the highest lightning risk and estimated annualized losses. 
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TABLE 6.24:  AVERAGE NUMBER OF LIGHTNING OCCURRENCES, 
ESTIMATED ANNUALIZED LOSSES 
COUNTY TOTAL BUILDING EXPOSURE 




Abbeville $2,446,747,000 0.47 $31,432 
Aiken $14,008,708,000 0.65 $11,174 
Allendale $830,668,000 0.06 $424,755 
Anderson $17,529,792,000 0.88 $460,943 
Bamberg $1,299,903,000 0.12 $5,285 
Barnwell $1,908,076,000 0.29 $6,280 
Beaufort $15,434,444,000 2.06 $172,771 
Berkeley $11,765,325,000 0.53 $16,289 
Calhoun $1,133,637,000 0.06 $0 
Charleston $38,673,198,000 1.12 $44,382 
Cherokee $4,608,533,000 0.82 $90,754 
Chester $2,795,809,000 0.00 $0 
Chesterfield $3,487,424,000 0.18 $3,503 
Clarendon $2,331,124,000 0.35 $87,339 
Colleton $3,239,199,000 0.18 $588 
Darlington $5,621,858,000 0.29 $8,791 
Dillon $2,181,842,000 0.12 $41,446 
Dorchester $8,696,123,000 0.71 $3,325 
Edgefield $2,153,081,000 0.00 $0 
Fairfield $1,851,849,000 0.00 $0 
Florence $12,695,135,000 0.94 $57,157 
Georgetown $6,239,848,000 1.06 $38,944 
Greenville $44,820,985,000 1.06 $132,907 
Greenwood $7,130,309,000 0.59 $8,357 
Hampton $1,527,434,000 0.12 $8,061 
Horry $24,269,109,000 1.71 $76,550 
Jasper $1,608,942,000 0.00 $0 
Kershaw $4,834,795,000 0.12 $4,944 
Lancaster $5,456,801,000 0.47 $61,725 
Laurens $5,928,699,000 0.41 $72,276 
Lee $1,307,450,000 0.06 $4,241 
Lexington $23,183,973,000 0.41 $90,105 
Marion $2,641,807,000 0.35 $26,198 
Marlboro $2,049,589,000 0.29 $8,178 
McCormick $816,818,000 0.18 $17,917 
Newberry $3,427,054,000 0.06 $5,239 
Oconee $6,769,024,000 0.47 $40,454 
Orangeburg $8,164,731,000 0.53 $52,332 
Pickens $10,586,472,000 0.35 $3,479 
Richland $37,848,411,000 0.71 $225,280 
Saluda $1,657,625,000 0.00 $0 
Spartanburg $28,980,787,000 1.94 $157,573 
Sumter $9,181,733,000 0.12 $18,150 
Union $2,605,842,000 0.47 $9,128 
Williamsburg $2,309,328,000 0.18 $403 
York $17,516,485,000 1.24 $63,437 
TOTAL $415,556,526,000 22.71 $2,592,515 
         Sources HAZUS-MH, NCDC, and SCEMD calculation 
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K. COASTAL EROSION 
 
DHEC-OCRM revises long-term beach erosion rates and the state’s beachfront “setback 
area” every eight to ten years. This process was recently completed (early 2010), and the 
updated rates and beachfront jurisdictional line maps can be found at: 
http://www.scdhec.gov/environment/ocrm/permit_beachfront.htm. Based on this recent 
analysis of shoreline changes since the mid-1800s, and as supported by related studies by 
independent researchers, South Carolina’s beaches appear to be experiencing net erosion 
in general, but beach renourishment has been keeping pace with this underlying trend in 
most cases. Long-term shoreline change rates varied from marginally accretional along 
some standard beaches to highly erosional (as much as 20 feet per year) in some highly 
dynamic inlet areas. For each specific stretch of beach, the state’s jurisdictional setback 
area is determined based on the long-term rate of erosion at that location. In each case, 
the long-term annual erosion rate is multiplied by 40 to determine this erosion hazard 
area for the next 40-year period. Based on the newly delineated setback areas, of the 
3,850 beachfront “habitable structures” statewide, approximately 1,500 are either 
partially or wholly seaward of the state’s beachfront setback line and are therefore at 
heightened risk from gradual or sudden erosion events. 
 
In order to determine the vulnerability of state facilities to the coastal erosion hazard, a 
separate GIS analysis was conducted.  The analysis identified all state facilities (greater 
than 3,000 sq ft) located within one (1) mile of the Atlantic Ocean.  As a result of this 
analysis, a total of 288 facilities were identified.  The value of those facilities was 
determined to be $981,413,000.  As better methods for determining coastal erosion 
vulnerability become available, the assessment of state facilities at risk to the coastal 
erosion hazard will be modified.  Some of the types of buildings identified in this analysis 
were maintenance sheds, workshops, education facilities (including universities), truck 
sheds, state park facilities, corrections facilities, state hospitals, marine labs, and state 
docks and piers.   
 
L. DAM FAILURE 
In order to assess the vulnerability of the state due to dam failure, the location of high 
hazard potential dams were considered.  As discussed in the Hazard Analysis section of 
this document, there are 182 dams that are considered to be at high risk for failure in the 
state of South Carolina.  Because the number of high hazard dams in the state has not 
changed, this portion has no updates.  In order to estimate the total inundation area should 
a dam fail, the normal water storage of each dam was estimated and converted into square 
miles.  It is assumed that a given geographical area will be inundated with five feet of 
water if a dam breaks.  This method reflects the inundation area based on the water 
storage of the dam.  However, variables such as topography, water flow speed, depth and 
width of the stream are not readily available.   
 
Table 6.25 shows total inventory per county, including number and value of buildings 
and total land area, as well as exposure per county for the estimated inundation area due 
to high hazard dam failure.  Oconee, Lexington, Pickens and Clarendon Counties are the 
jurisdictions at highest risk for dam failure.  In fact, the aggregate inundation area for the 
twelve high hazard dams in Oconee County exceeds the total land area in the county.  
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Fourteen counties have no estimated inundation area, thus they have minimal potential 
exposure to high hazard dam failure. 
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TABLE 6.25: BUILDING INVENTORY, EXPOSURE IN DAM FAILURE 
INUNDATION AREA 
COUNTY 












EXPOSURE IN HIGH 
RISK AREA 
Abbeville  13,781 $2,446,747,000 511.05 0.00 0.0% $0 
Aiken  67,847 $14,008,708,000 1,080.46 1.50 0.1% $15,848,000 
Allendale  5,324 $830,668,000 412.58 0.53 0.1% $853,000 
Anderson  81,934 $17,529,792,000 757.45 0.02 0.0% $436,000 
Bamberg  8,619 $1,299,903,000 395.47 149.96 37.9% $385,592,000 
Barnwell  11,562 $1,908,076,000 557.25 0.00 0.0% $0 
Beaufort  57,589 $15,434,444,000 922.88 0.00 0.0% $0 
Berkeley  56,210 $11,765,325,000 1,228.07 346.33 28.2% $2,614,990,000 
Calhoun  7,920 $1,133,637,000 392.34 0.04 0.0% $87,000 
Charleston  136,409 $38,673,198,000 1,358.11 0.00 0.0% $0 
Cherokee  25,259 $4,608,533,000 397.28 2.59 0.7% $21,588,000 
Chester  16,026 $2,795,809,000 586.16 16.92 2.9% $62,374,000 
Chesterfield  22,013 $3,487,424,000 805.78 0.09 0.0% $301,000 
Clarendon  17,110 $2,331,124,000 695.66 383.76 55.2% $1,123,904,000 
Colleton  20,411 $3,239,199,000 1,133.21 0.00 0.0% $0 
Darlington  32,571 $5,621,858,000 566.78 9.21 1.6% $70,560,000 
Dillon  15,137 $2,181,842,000 406.54 0.00 0.0% $0 
Dorchester  39,055 $8,696,123,000 576.69 0.06 0.0% $720,000 
Edgefield  11,087 $2,153,081,000 506.54 0.19 0.0% $630,000 
Fairfield  11,352 $1,851,849,000 709.93 134.80 19.0% $288,296,000 
Florence  55,668 $12,695,135,000 803.74 0.01 0.0% $131,000 
Georgetown  30,517 $6,239,848,000 1,035.00 0.00 0.0% $0 
Greenville  162,262 $44,820,985,000 794.96 17.39 2.2% $852,117,000 
Greenwood  29,684 $7,130,309,000 462.94 0.00 0.0% $12,000 
Hampton  11,280 $1,527,434,000 562.63 0.00 0.0% $0 
Horry  106,580 $24,269,109,000 1,254.96 0.00 0.0% $0 
Jasper  9,333 $1,608,942,000 699.79 0.00 0.0% $0 
Kershaw  25,299 $4,834,795,000 740.25 82.02 11.1% $438,075,000 
Lancaster  28,183 $5,456,801,000 555.29 0.97 0.2% $7,090,000 
Laurens  32,813 $5,928,699,000 723.98 0.28 0.0% $1,728,000 
Lee  8,428 $1,307,450,000 411.3 0.00 0.0% $0 
Lexington  96,902 $23,183,973,000 757.88 503.98 66.5% $12,399,591,000 
Marion  17,059 $2,641,807,000 494.09 0.00 0.0% $0 
Marlboro  13,588 $2,049,589,000 485.28 0.31 0.1% $1,003,000 
McCormick  5,159 $816,818,000 393.85 0.00 0.0% $0 
Newberry  19,053 $3,427,054,000 647.28 243.59 37.6% $982,991,000 
Oconee 36,711 $6,769,024,000 673.58 1948.59 100.0% $5,106,287,000 
Orangeburg  44,667 $8,164,731,000 1,128.09 0.39 0.0% $2,117,000 
Pickens  49,445 $10,586,472,000 511.85 303.36 59.3% $4,548,417,000 
Richland  121,317 $37,848,411,000 771.72 3.61 0.5% $232,352,000 
Saluda  9,696 $1,657,625,000 461.78 0.04 0.0% $112,000 
Spartanburg  114,662 $28,980,787,000 819.14 13.41 1.6% $345,344,000 
Sumter  44,762 $9,181,733,000 682.03 0.00 0.0% $0 
Union  14,728 $2,605,842,000 515.92 0.67 0.1% $2,584,000 
Williamsburg  17,642 $2,309,328,000 936.92 0.07 0.0% $141,000 
York  70,238 $17,516,485,000 695.72 77.76 11.2% $1,485,287,000 
TOTAL 1,832,892 $415,556,526,000 32,020.20 4242.45 13.2% $30,991,558,000 
Sources: HAZUS-MH, U.S. Census 
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A GIS analysis was conducted in order to determine the vulnerability to dam failure of 
state-owned facilities.  Because dam failure inundation data is not available for the 
majority of high hazard dams in the State, the analysis consisted of identifying those 
state-owned facilities (greater than 3,000 sq ft) located within one miles of a high hazard 
dam.  This analysis resulted in the identification on 108 facilities with a value of 
$147,403,000.  Future updates of this plan may try to improve upon this analysis as better 
data and evaluation procedures are identified.   
 
M. EARTHQUAKE 
In order to assess vulnerability of the state to earthquake impact, HAZUS-MH MR2 was 
used (utilizing default data) to perform an analysis to determine the annualized losses that 
can be expected to occur statewide as a result of an earthquake.  According to the results 
of this analysis, total annualized loss (buildings and contents) for the entire state due to 
earthquake is estimated at $$94,229,490.  Based on annualized loss estimates as well as 
seismic fault locations, it is expected that Charleston County will suffer higher losses in 
an earthquake event than any other jurisdiction in the state.  Table 6.26 provides total 
exposure and annualized loss estimates for residential and non-residential buildings by 
county.   
 
Figure 6.25 and Figure 6.26 show peak ground acceleration for a 100 and 500-year 
event in South Carolina.  During a 100-year earthquake event, ground shaking 
acceleration is expected to be uniform across the state.  A 500-year earthquake is 
expected to impact the eastern portion of the state more than other areas, with areas in 
and around Charleston County experiencing higher ground acceleration than other areas.  
Figure 6.27 and Figure 6.28 show general population density and state-owned facility 
locations in relation to earthquake hazard areas for South Carolina.  State-owned facilities 
were also analyzed using HAZUS-MH to determine exposure and estimated damages for 
particular earthquake event scenarios.  Table 6.29 provides earthquake exposure and 
damage estimates for state-owned facilities for a 100 and 500-year event.   
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TABLE 6.26: EXPOSURE, ANNUALIZED EARTHQUAKE LOSS ESTIMATES 
FOR BUILDINGS 
COUNTY TOTAL EXPOSURE ANNUALIZED LOSS 
Abbeville $2,446,747,000 $110,774 
Aiken $14,008,708,000 $566,879 
Allendale $830,668,000 $142,010 
Anderson $17,529,792,000 $278,337 
Bamberg $1,299,903,000 $273,951 
Barnwell $1,908,076,000 $161,802 
Beaufort $15,434,444,000 $3,380,873 
Berkeley $11,765,325,000 $14,882,247 
Calhoun $1,133,637,000 $670,359 
Charleston $38,673,198,000 $29,782,205 
Cherokee $4,608,533,000 $82,622 
Chester $2,795,809,000 $92,901 
Chesterfield $3,487,424,000 $439,140 
Clarendon $2,331,124,000 $2,152,110 
Colleton $3,239,199,000 $2,061,331 
Darlington $5,621,858,000 $1,260,705 
Dillon $2,181,842,000 $495,402 
Dorchester $8,696,123,000 $9,744,317 
Edgefield $2,153,081,000 $146,860 
Fairfield $1,851,849,000 $238,327 
Florence $12,695,135,000 $2,932,414 
Georgetown $6,239,848,000 $2,071,351 
Greenville $44,820,985,000 $636,543 
Greenwood $7,130,309,000 $168,048 
Hampton $1,527,434,000 $641,894 
Horry $24,269,109,000 $3,050,622 
Jasper $1,608,942,000 $925,916 
Kershaw $4,834,795,000 $726,100 
Lancaster $5,456,801,000 $237,797 
Laurens $5,928,699,000 $172,365 
Lee $1,307,450,000 $473,060 
Lexington $23,183,973,000 $1,742,248 
McCormick $2,641,807,000 $44,450 
Marion $2,049,589,000 $1,002,344 
Marlboro $816,818,000 $467,165 
Newberry $3,427,054,000 $157,046 
Oconee $6,769,024,000 $104,797 
Orangeburg $8,164,731,000 $1,960,099 
Pickens $10,586,472,000 $194,357 
Richland $37,848,411,000 $3,751,257 
Saluda $1,657,625,000 $129,857 
Spartanburg $28,980,787,000 $424,949 
Sumter $9,181,733,000 $1,858,133 
Union $2,605,842,000 $86,545 
Williamsburg $2,309,328,000 $3,058,985 
York $17,516,485,000 $247,998 
TOTAL $415,556,526,000 $94,229,490 
Source: HAZUS-MH MR4 
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TABLE 6.27: EXPOSURE & DAMAGE ESTIMATES FOR 100- & 500-YEAR EVENT 
COUNTY TOTAL ESTIMATED DAMAGE EXPOSURE OF STATE FAC. DAMAGE TO STATE FAC. 100-YEAR 500-YEAR NUMBER TOTAL 100-YEAR 500-YEAR 
Abbeville $0  $9,971,387  6 $3,058,000  $0  $163,606  
Aiken $0  $48,133,023  40 $81,455,000  $0  $715,628  
Allendale $0  $8,732,970  22 $45,619,000  $0  $343,577  
Anderson  $0  $25,490,740  46 $63,441,000  $0  $224,385  
Bamberg  $0  $18,935,376  23 $21,509,000  $0  $460,731  
Barnwell $0  $12,714,747  22 $6,244,000  $0  $327,551  
Beaufort $118,302  $181,404,317  48 $35,696,000  $1,914  $2,551,762  
Berkeley  $2,375,839  $1,342,295,456  20 $27,476,000  $27,666  $12,505,699  
Calhoun $0  $44,487,086  6 $2,357,000  $0  $437,118  
Charleston  $5,535,634  $2,651,495,297  292 $1,307,127,000  $68,755  $24,650,605  
Cherokee $0  $7,594,682  15 $5,123,000  $0  $102,752  
Chester  $0  $7,588,958  18 $9,036,000  $0  $86,056  
Chesterfield  $0  $22,369,335  27 $15,393,000  $0  $296,266  
Clarendon $0  $96,939,777  29 $66,842,000  $0  $906,153  
Colleton $393,056  $146,795,631  65 $91,372,000  $8,892  $3,209,703  
Darlington  $0  $53,524,861  10 $9,504,000  $0  $623,894  
Dillon $0  $17,313,834  5 $2,529,000  $0  $274,549  
Dorchester  $1,711,384  $1,018,736,765  37 $62,607,000  $19,481  $7,707,103  
Edgefield $0  $12,639,929  26 $25,074,000  $0  $308,184  
Fairfield  $0  $17,000,982  5 $2,038,000  $0  $158,923  
Florence  $0  $96,526,281  115 $175,169,000  $0  $1,301,329  
Georgetown  $23,747  $82,964,433  20 $16,561,000  $604  $762,999  
Greenville  $0  $58,736,260  87 $193,916,000  $0  $473,785  
Greenwood  $0  $14,842,106  67 $128,434,000  $0  $271,135  
Hampton  $70,181  $36,527,653  14 $6,375,000  $775  $598,772  
Horry $0  $97,093,874  85 $194,747,000  $0  $524,987  
Jasper $0  $48,846,430  21 $59,461,000  $0  $671,901  
Kershaw $0  $44,185,235  35 $54,636,000  $0  $402,019  
Lancaster  $0  $16,526,077  18 $20,671,000  $0  $190,419  
Laurens $0  $15,490,226  46 $51,862,000  $0  $142,857  
Lee $0  $23,205,994  22 $64,653,000  $0  $260,807  
Lexington  $0  $120,838,317  57 $60,655,000  $0  $2,131,086  
Marion  $0  $31,028,166  8 $5,965,000  $0  $257,098  
Marlboro $0  $19,479,134  16 $40,057,000  $0  $295,304  
McCormick $0  $3,887,715  57 $62,902,000  $0  $85,787  
Newberry $0  $12,885,329  15 $8,973,000  $0  $129,629  
Oconee  $0  $9,681,373  21 $9,082,000  $0  $170,618  
Orangeburg $0  $123,235,266  104 $165,329,000  $0  $1,707,754  
Pickens $0  $17,823,309  226 $537,606,000  $0  $138,928  
Richland  $0  $245,874,427  609 $1,763,535,000  $0  $8,179,059  
Saluda  $0  $10,802,233  7 $2,294,000  $0  $122,299  
Spartanburg  $0  $39,070,760  106 $195,491,000  $0  $500,898  
Sumter  $0  $99,010,646  62 $69,578,000  $0  $678,402  
Union  $0  $7,685,107  18 $8,594,000  $0  $126,000  
Williamsburg  $23,747  $114,340,050  22 $18,628,000  $604  $1,273,809  
York  $0  $21,153,175  78 $232,312,000  $0  $286,085  
TOTAL $10,251,890 $7,155,904,726 2698 $6,030,986,000 $128,689 $77,738,010 
Sources: HAZUS-MH, South Carolina Emergency Management Division 
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FIGURE 6.25: GROUND SHAKING ACCELERATION FOR EVENT WITH 100-
YEAR RETURN PERIOD 
 
 
FIGURE 6.26: GROUND SHAKING ACCELERATION FOR EVENT WITH 500-
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FIGURE 6.33:  STATE BUILDING DAMAGE FROM 100-YEAR EARTHQUAKE 
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N. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS (HAZMAT) INCIDENT: FIXED AND MOBILE  
Table 6.28 provides an overview of the types HAZMAT facilities found in each county 
and the number of HAZMAT spills reported in each county.  Based upon these numbers, 
the county population and total county exposure at risk in these counties, Charleston 
County, followed by Greenville and Spartanburg Counties are the most vulnerable to 
HAZMAT incidents.  This directly coincides with the findings of the State of South 
Carolina Hazards Assessment (2008) discussed in Section 5.   
 













































































































Abbeville 26,133 $2,446,747,000 11 3 1   14 1 31 
Aiken 150,181 $14,008,708,000 33 13 2   123 11 182 
Allendale 10,917 $830,668,000 6 4    31 0 41 
Anderson 175,514 $17,529,792,000 43 9 1   124 9 186 
Bamberg 15,880 $1,299,903,000 6 0    19 1 26 
Barnwell 23,345 $1,908,076,000 10 5  1 31 2 49 
Beaufort 137,849 $15,434,444,000 6 8    243 4 261 
Berkeley 151,673 $11,765,325,000 37 3 1   300 14 355 
Calhoun 15,100 $1,133,637,000 5 1    74 1 81 
Charleston 330,368 $38,673,198,000 56 35 1   1914 18 2024 
Cherokee 53,844 $4,608,533,000 26 7    107 6 146 
Chester 33,228 $2,795,809,000 27 7    67 5 106 
Chesterfield 43,435 $3,487,424,000 21 1    37 5 64 
Clarendon 33,363 $2,331,124,000 4 1    19 1 25 
Colleton 39,605 $3,239,199,000 10 3    67 1 81 
Darlington 67,346 $5,621,858,000 16 4  1 83 1 105 
Dillon 30,974 $2,181,842,000 4 1 1   36 1 43 
Dorchester 112,858 $8,696,123,000 30 4 2   116 6 158 
Edgefield 25,528 $2,153,081,000 4 1    27 0 32 
Fairfield 24,047 $1,851,849,000 8 1  1 50 5 65 
Florence 131,097 $12,695,135,000 31 2    125 10 168 
Georgetown 60,983 $6,239,848,000 12 0 1   247 2 262 
Greenville 407,383 $44,820,985,000 146 35 2   364 38 585 
Greenwood 67,979 $7,130,309,000 22 1 1   75 5 104 
Hampton 21,329 $1,527,434,000 10 2    33 3 48 
Horry 226,992 $24,269,109,000 15 8 1   278 6 308 
Jasper 21,398 $1,608,942,000 3 0 1   29 0 33 
Kershaw 56,486 $4,834,795,000 15 4    127 3 149 
Lancaster 63,113 $5,456,801,000 18 1    28 2 49 
Laurens 70,293 $5,928,699,000 23 5    67 5 100 
Lee 20,638 $1,307,450,000 3 2 1   9 0 15 
Lexington 235,272 $23,183,973,000 46 14 2   255 9 326 
  
 213 Hazard Mitigation Plan 













































































































Marion 34,904 $2,641,807,000 8 2    13 1 24 
Marlboro 28,021 $2,049,589,000 15 3    16 0 34 
McCormick 10,108 $816,818,000 1 1    35 0 37 
Newberry 37,250 $3,427,054,000 17 2    27 4 50 
Oconee 69,577 $6,769,024,000 26 0  1 118 7 152 
Orangeburg 92,167 $8,164,731,000 30 3    322 8 363 
Pickens 113,575 $10,586,472,000 19 2    74 7 102 
Richland 340,078 $37,848,411,000 54 22 3   291 15 385 
Saluda 18,895 $1,657,625,000 2 0    14 0 16 
Spartanburg 266,809 $28,980,787,000 119 27 2   403 32 583 
Sumter 105,517 $9,181,733,000 26 4    128 15 173 
Union 28,539 $2,605,842,000 9 0 1   30 1 41 
Williamsburg 35,395 $2,309,328,000 8 3 1   20 1 33 
York 190,097 $17,516,485,000 46 8  1 301 14 370 
TOTALS 4,255,083 $415,556,526,000 
108
7 262 25 5 6911 280 8570 
 
TRI Facilities: source: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) date updated: 12/3/2009 
Municipal Solid Waste Landfills: source: South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental 
Control (SCDHEC) date updated: 6/26/2009 
Nuclear Power Stations: source: South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
(SCDHEC) date updated: 2010 
SUPERFUND Sites: source: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) date updated: 5/12/2010 
HAZMAT Spills: source: National Response Center date updated: 1982-2009 
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O. PUBLIC HEALTH EMERGENCIES 
The South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (DHEC) conducted 
a Hazard Vulnerability Analysis in 2005.  This assessment, which focuses on the public 
health impact of the hazard, profiled and ranked the fifteen hazards listed below.  The 
hazards are listed in order of priority rank based on the potential impact on human health 
as determined by the Public Health Hazard Vulnerability Assessment Working Group. 
An update to this document is not available at this time. 
 
1. Biological Disease Outbreak – Pandemic Influenza 
2. Natural Disaster – Major Earthquake 
3. Nuclear Detonation – 10-Kiloton Improvised Nuclear Device 
4. Natural Disaster – Major Hurricane 
5. Biological Attack – Pneumonic Plague 
6. Chemical Attack – Blister Agent  
7. Chemical Attack – Nerve Agent 
8. Chemical Attack – Toxic Industrial Chemicals 
9. Chemical Attack – Chlorine Tank Explosion 
10. Biological Attack – Aerosol Anthrax 
11. Radiological Attack – Radiological Dispersal Devices 
12. Explosive Attack – Bombing Using Improvised Explosive Devices 
13. Biological Attack – Food Contamination  
14. Biological Attack – Foreign Animal Disease 
15. Cyber Attack 
 
P. POPULATION TRENDS AND GROWTH IN HAZARD PRONE AREAS 
Statewide vulnerability and exposure changes constantly in South Carolina as new people 
move to the state and new houses and businesses are built on a daily basis.  Table 6.32 
provides the following information, by county: 
 
1. Census population data for 1990, 2000 and 2005,  
2. Percentage of population change from 2000 to 2005,  
3. Hazard score based on annualized loss estimates taken from Table 6.35, 
4. Place vulnerability scores taken from the 2005 State of South Carolina 
Hazards Assessment (see Appendix B) 
5. Total exposure taken from HAZUS-MH MR2  
 
The table provides an overview of growth in the state and how that growth relates to 
hazard vulnerability and exposure located in the counties.  According to the data, highest 
growth is occurring in counties that are considered to be at high risk to hazards.  
Dorchester, York, Horry and Beaufort Counties each experienced growth rates greater 
than 10% from 2000 to 2005.  Dorchester, Horry and Beaufort are highly vulnerable 
coastal counties.  The HAZUS-MH MR2 exposure data shows the amount of property at 
risk in those counties.   
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As population increases, more residential and commercial buildings are being built in 
these areas, thereby increasing the exposure of these buildings and populations to 
hazards.  This information allows state officials to determine where the highest rate of 
growth is occurring in the state and plan accordingly.   
 
This table can also be used to make other observations on growth, risk and exposure.    
For example, Horry County had the third highest growth rate from 2000 to 2005 and also 
posted a high hazard score based on annualized losses (highest score in the state) and 
place vulnerability score (fourth highest score in the state).  This shows that high growth 
is occurring in areas of high vulnerability and areas of increasing exposure values.  This 
is an important consideration to keep in mind as the Mitigation Strategy is reviewed and 
monitored over time.  It will also be important to reassess statewide vulnerability on a 
regular basis as growth in these high hazard areas will increase the overall types, numbers 
and value of properties at risk.      
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TABLE 6.29: POPULATION TRENDS AND VULNERABILITY BY COUNTY 
County 
2005  
Pop.   2000 Pop.  
1990 




















Dorchester  112,858 96,413 83,060 17.1% 212 261.33 $8,696,123,000  
York  190,097 164,614 131,497 15.5% 229 200.13 $17,516,485,000  
Horry  226,992 196,629 144,053 15.4% 393 939.32 $24,269,109,000  
Beaufort  137,849 120,937 86,425 14.0% 288 242.34 $15,434,444,000  
Georgetown  60,983 55,797 46,302 9.3% 310 246.85 $6,239,848,000  
Lexington  235,272 216,014 167,611 8.9% 325 969.13 $23,183,973,000  
Greenville  407,383 379,616 320,167 7.3% 359 524.95 $44,820,985,000  
Kershaw  56,486 52,647 43,599 7.3% 303 171.16 $4,834,795,000  
Charleston  330,368 309,969 295,039 6.6% 343 1329.89 $38,673,198,000  
Berkeley  151,673 142,651 128,776 6.3% 300 1017.16 $11,765,325,000  
Richland  340,078 320,677 285,720 6.0% 300 571.04 $37,848,411,000  
Anderson  175,514 165,740 145,196 5.9% 332 212.74 $17,529,792,000  
Aiken  150,181 142,552 120,940 5.4% 253 566.95 $14,008,708,000  
Oconee  69,577 66,215 57,494 5.1% 260 95.90 $6,769,024,000  
Spartanburg  266,809 253,791 226,800 5.1% 328 399.43 $28,980,787,000  
Florence  131,097 125,761 114,344 4.2% 336 651.47 $12,695,135,000  
Edgefield  25,528 24,595 18,375 3.9% 124 37.79 $2,153,081,000  
Jasper  21,398 20,678 15,487 3.6% 148 194.71 $1,608,942,000  
Colleton  39,605 38,264 34,377 3.5% 208 389.18 $3,239,199,000  
Newberry  37,250 36,108 33,172 3.5% 193 60.95 $3,427,054,000  
Lancaster  63,113 61,351 54,516 2.9% 252 85.86 $5,456,801,000  
Clarendon  33,363 32,502 28,450 2.6% 277 296.09 $2,331,124,000  
Greenwood  67,979 66,271 59,567 2.6% 214 141.17 $7,130,309,000  
Lee  20,638 20,119 18,437 2.6% 187 108.41 $1,307,450,000  
Cherokee  53,844 52,537 44,506 2.5% 273 116.14 $4,608,533,000  
Fairfield  24,047 23,454 18,375 2.5% 159 90.57 $1,851,849,000  
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County 
2005  
Pop.   2000 Pop.  
1990 




















Pickens  113,575 110,757 93,864 2.5% 237 155.75 $10,586,472,000  
Chesterfield  43,435 42,768 38,577 1.6% 259 221.67 $3,487,424,000  
McCormick  10,108 9,958 8,868 1.5% 134 62.72 $2,641,807,000  
Laurens  70,293 69,567 58,092 1.1% 298 129.92 $5,928,699,000  
Dillon  30,974 30,722 29,114 0.8% 291 109.62 $2,181,842,000  
Sumter  105,517 104,646 102,637 0.8% 334 399.46 $9,181,733,000  
Orangeburg  92,167 91,582 84,803 0.7% 299 723.43 $8,164,731,000  
Abbeville  26,133 26,167 23,862 -0.1% 200 64.99 $2,446,747,000  
Darlington  67,346 67,394 61,851 -0.1% 312 266.34 $5,621,858,000  
Hampton  21,329 21,386 18,191 -0.2% 151 117.04 $1,527,434,000  
Barnwell  23,345 23,478 20,293 -0.6% 203 69.15 $1,908,076,000  
Calhoun  15,100 15,185 12,753 -0.6% 125 47.53 $1,133,637,000  
Saluda  18,895 19,181 16,357 -1.5% 170 39.53 $1,657,625,000  
Marion  34,904 35,466 33,899 -1.6% 248 40.90 $2,049,589,000  
Chester  33,228 34,068 32,170 -2.5% 177 72.34 $2,795,809,000  
Allendale  10,917 11,211 11,722 -2.6% 124 48.13 $830,668,000  
Marlboro  28,021 28,818 29,361 -2.8% 221 133.88 $816,818,000  
Union  28,539 29,881 30,337 -4.5% 160 57.61 $2,605,842,000  
Bamberg  15,880 16,658 16,902 -4.7% 151 74.77 $1,299,903,000  
Williamsburg  35,395 37,217 36,815 -4.9% 264 613.20 $2,309,328,000  
TOTALS: 4,255,083 4,012,012 3,482,753     
*from April 2000 to July 2005      
   Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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Q. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
Because of FEMA requirements for plan updates, this section was reviewed and analyzed 
by the ICC as a result of the plan update completed in June 2010.  Changes were made to 
this section to bring it into compliance with the FEMA requirements.  The following 
summarizes the changes that were made to this Vulnerability Assessment during the plan 
update process:  
 
1. Changes, clarifications, or refinements to the previous overview of the state’s 
vulnerability resulting from any new or updated data, as well as information 
generated through local mitigation plans. All data, if available, was updated 
through 2009.  All exposure data was updated using HAZUS-MR4, released 
in summer 2009.  
2. Explanation of the process used to analyze information from the local risk 
assessments and adjust the statewide risk assessment, as necessary (see 
Section 7: Integration of Local Hazard Mitigation Plans). 
3. Addressed changes in development that may impact vulnerability such as: 
a) Significant population increases and shifts in population to vulnerable 
areas 
b) A concentration or change in land use or land activities in vulnerable 
areas; and/or  
c) Implementation of mitigation actions that have reduced vulnerability 
4. Updated the overview and analysis of vulnerable state owned or operated 
buildings, critical facilities, and infrastructure, based on available data (to 
include acquisitions or development of new properties and infrastructure).  
5. Incorporated any changes, clarifications, or refinements, obtained from state-
wide or local loss estimates (updated loss estimates from new NCDC records). 
 
R. EMAP STANDARD 5.3.3—IMPACT ANALYSIS 
SCEMD recognizes the need to conduct and document a “post event impact analysis” 
using that information and findings needed from the Vulnerability Assessment within this 
plan and the SC Hazards Assessment (2005).  The impact analysis is prepared within the 
State Emergency Operations Center (SEOC) Emergency Support Function 5 (ESF-5)—
Information & Planning and forms an integral part of the State Situation Report.  The 
post event impact analysis will identify the detrimental impact of the hazard event within 
the boundaries of the event (city, county, or the state). 
  
S. CONCLUSIONS ON VULNERABILITY AND POTENTIAL LOSS ESTIMATION 
Table 6.30 presents the overall number of hazard events by county.  Table 6.31 presents 
the future annual probability of damages associated with each hazard by county.  The 
annual probabilities for flood, hurricane wind, thunderstorm, winter storm, wildfire, 
tornado, lightning and dam failure are calculated based on historical data obtained from 
the National Climate Data Center, SC Climate Office, SC Forestry Commission, and SC 
Hazard Mapping Interface.  The annual probability for earthquake is limited to any events 
classified as Modified Mercalli Scale Intensity (MMI) levels of VI and greater.  Annual 
probability for drought is based on the number of months that each county experienced 
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incipient, moderate, severe or extreme drought per year.  Coastal erosion probability 
represents annual erosion rate feet-per-year. 
 
Table 6.32 shows annualized loss estimation by county (in order of greatest to least 
annualized loss total) for the flood, hurricane wind, drought, tornado, earthquake, winter 
storm, coastal erosion, thunderstorm, lightning, wildfire and hail hazards for the state of 
South Carolina.  The state experiences approximately $1.7 billion in damages annually 
from the natural hazards listed above.  Among these 11 hazards, the drought, hurricane 
wind and flood hazards pose the highest threats to South Carolinians.  Charleston County 
experiences the highest annualized loss from all 11 natural hazards, with the hurricane 
wind hazard being the most significant hazard for the county, causing over $183 million 
in damages per year.  Other counties including Horry, Richland, Florence, Greenville, 
Beaufort and Spartanburg are expected to suffer more than $40 million annually due to 
natural hazards. 
 
Table 6.33 shows hazard score by county for the 11 hazards analyzed in this section.  
Based on the annualized loss estimation for each hazard, 46 counties are scored 1 through 
46.  The county with the highest annualized loss for a given hazard received the highest 
score possible (46) while the county with the lowest annualized loss received the lowest 
possible score (1).  A blank box indicates that no risk exists for that particular hazard.  
For example, coastal erosion in the Central and Piedmont regions is nonexistent.  Such 
communities were omitted from the scoring process for that hazard ranking.  Among the 
46 counties, Edgefield and Allendale Counties had the lowest hazard scores.  Allendale, 
Edgefield, Calhoun, Marion, Fairfield, McCormick Chester and Jasper counties fall into 
the lower 20 percentile.  Horry County received the highest hazard score, followed by 
Greenville and Charleston Counties.   
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32 Abbeville 912 12 2 114 16 610 33 63 28 8 12 14 
9 Aiken 2335 4 4 232 33 1788 1 12
9 
4 11 6 123 
46 Allendale 451 1 17 83 14 251 21 26 4 1 2 31 
23 Anderson 1284 40 2 309 29 486 33 15
9 
41 15 46 124 
42 Bamberg 618 6 14 101 17 404 1 47 4 2 3 19 
40 Barnwell 656 5 13 101 18 424 1 48 4 5 6 31 
22 Beaufort 1314 23 23 192 21 672 21 82 1 35 1 243 
1 Berkeley 3869 34 27 208 30 2488 21 20
7 
5 9 540 300 
35 Calhoun 779 4 14 103 12 503 1 60 5 1 2 74 
2 Charleston 3437 81 25 278 38 831 20 19
3 
4 19 34 1914 
33 Cherokee 898 17 4 165 15 407 33 83 53 14 0 107 
36 Chester 771 13 5 120 12 388 51 67 41 0 7 67 
17 Chesterfield 1571 9 14 101 22 1311 1 55 16 3 2 37 
11 Clarendon 1810 7 17 127 25 1505 1 97 5 6 1 19 
8 Colleton 2440 10 24 264 19 1930 21 95 5 3 2 67 
15 Darlington 1660 4 10 140 20 1295 9 81 13 5 0 83 
30 Dillon 1000 3 7 104 14 764 4 54 12 2 0 36 
14 Dorchester 1668 22 14 197 16 961 21 11
2 
5 12 192 116 
44 Edgefield 495 2 3 82 15 306 1 51 5 0 3 27 
21 Fairfield 1489 2 9 115 21 669 1 52 15 0 555 50 
5 Florence 2792 12 8 164 31 2309 9 10
7 
10 16 1 125 
19 Georgetown 1540 17 19 89 14 1069 7 55 3 18 2 247 
12 Greenville 1785 71 2 357 22 611 34 23
7 
62 18 7 364 
34 Greenwood 841 16 4 162 16 411 33 86 25 10 3 75 
26 Hampton 1132 4 16 116 13 889 21 35 3 2 0 33 
7 Horry 2696 31 19 197 38 1932 7 16
1 
4 29 0 278 
18 Jasper 1565 8 21 110 8 1337 21 29 2 0 0 29 
20 Kershaw 1501 8 10 153 23 1077 1 84 13 2 3 127 
38 Lancaster 709 9 7 105 9 465 1 57 20 8 0 28 
31 Laurens 954 29 4 219 13 452 33 94 30 7 6 67 
29 Lee 1042 5 11 85 9 865 1 46 9 1 1 9 
6 Lexington 2706 16 10 327 22 1873 1 18
0 
9 7 6 255 
39 Marion 704 8 14 98 8 470 8 62 8 6 9 13 
28 Marlboro 1063 5 14 98 14 835 11 47 16 5 2 16 
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45 McCormick 464 2 4 57 14 307 1 32 9 3 0 35 
41 Newberry 640 5 5 135 30 332 1 68 15 1 21 27 
25 Oconee 1176 20 1 197 23 583 33 11
7 
63 8 13 118 
3 Orangeburg 3188 9 30 243 47 2362 1 14
1 
4 9 20 322 
24 Pickens 1229 32 2 203 22 689 33 10
5 
58 6 5 74 
16 Richland 1659 21 20 291 34 808 1 15
5 
8 12 18 291 
43 Saluda 543 3 4 94 10 356 1 52 7 0 2 14 
13 Spartanburg 1719 59 4 373 26 507 33 22
0 
57 33 4 403 
10 Sumter 1895 5 21 173 18 1454 1 84 8 2 1 128 
37 Union 714 20 5 137 12 363 33 72 30 8 4 30 
4 Williamsbur
g 
3143 4 18 73 13 2938 8 60 6 3 0 20 
27 York 1128 15 6 196 19 404 31 10
0 
34 21 1 301 
 
 
TABLE 6.31:  FUTURE ANNUAL PROBABILITY BY HAZARD AND BY COUNTY 
 
COUNTY 






Wind & Rain Tornado Wildfire Drought Hail 
Winter 
Weather Lightning Earthquake HAZMAT 
Abbeville 912 70.59 1.27 190.00 26.67 5,083.33 0.55 105.00 46.67 47.06 3.87 48.28 
Aiken 2335 23.53 2.53 386.67 55.00 14,900.00 0.02 215.00 6.67 64.71 1.94 424.14 
Allendale 451 5.88 10.76 138.33 23.33 2,091.67 0.35 43.33 6.67 5.88 0.65 106.90 
Anderson  1284 235.29 1.27 515.00 48.33 4,050.00 0.55 265.00 68.33 88.24 14.84 427.59 
Bamberg  618 35.29 8.86 168.33 28.33 3,366.67 0.02 78.33 6.67 11.76 0.97 65.52 
Barnwell 656 29.41 8.23 168.33 30.00 3,533.33 0.02 80.00 6.67 29.41 1.94 106.90 
Beaufort 1314 135.29 14.56 320.00 35.00 5,600.00 0.35 136.67 1.67 205.88 0.32 837.93 
Berkeley  3869 200.00 17.09 346.67 50.00 20,733.33 0.35 345.00 8.33 52.94 174.19 1034.48 
Calhoun 779 23.53 8.86 171.67 20.00 4,191.67 0.02 100.00 8.33 5.88 0.65 255.17 
Charleston  3437 476.47 15.82 463.33 63.33 6,925.00 0.33 321.67 6.67 111.76 10.97 6600.00 
Cherokee 898 100.00 2.53 275.00 25.00 3,391.67 0.55 138.33 88.33 82.35 0.00 368.97 
Chester  771 76.47 3.16 200.00 20.00 3,233.33 0.85 111.67 68.33 0.00 2.26 231.03 
Chesterfield  1571 52.94 8.86 168.33 36.67 10,925.00 0.02 91.67 26.67 17.65 0.65 127.59 
Clarendon 1810 41.18 10.76 211.67 41.67 12,541.67 0.02 161.67 8.33 35.29 0.32 65.52 
Colleton 2440 58.82 15.19 440.00 31.67 16,083.33 0.35 158.33 8.33 17.65 0.65 231.03 
Darlington  1660 23.53 6.33 233.33 33.33 10,791.67 0.15 135.00 21.67 29.41 0.00 286.21 
Dillon 1000 17.65 4.43 173.33 23.33 6,366.67 0.07 90.00 20.00 11.76 0.00 124.14 
Dorchester  1668 129.41 8.86 328.33 26.67 8,008.33 0.35 186.67 8.33 70.59 61.94 400.00 
Edgefield 495 11.76 1.90 136.67 25.00 2,550.00 0.02 85.00 8.33 0.00 0.97 93.10 
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COUNTY 






Wind & Rain Tornado Wildfire Drought Hail 
Winter 
Weather Lightning Earthquake HAZMAT 
Fairfield  1489 11.76 5.70 191.67 35.00 5,575.00 0.02 86.67 25.00 0.00 179.03 172.41 
Florence  2792 70.59 5.06 273.33 51.67 19,241.67 0.15 178.33 16.67 94.12 0.32 431.03 
Georgetown  1540 100.00 12.03 148.33 23.33 8,908.33 0.12 91.67 5.00 105.88 0.65 851.72 
Greenville  1785 417.65 1.27 595.00 36.67 5,091.67 0.57 395.00 103.33 105.88 2.26 1255.17 
Greenwood  841 94.12 2.53 270.00 26.67 3,425.00 0.55 143.33 41.67 58.82 0.97 258.62 
Hampton  1132 23.53 10.13 193.33 21.67 7,408.33 0.35 58.33 5.00 11.76 0.00 113.79 
Horry 2696 182.35 12.03 328.33 63.33 16,100.00 0.12 268.33 6.67 170.59 0.00 958.62 
Jasper 1565 47.06 13.29 183.33 13.33 11,141.67 0.35 48.33 3.33 0.00 0.00 100.00 
Kershaw 1501 47.06 6.33 255.00 38.33 8,975.00 0.02 140.00 21.67 11.76 0.97 437.93 
Lancaster  709 52.94 4.43 175.00 15.00 3,875.00 0.02 95.00 33.33 47.06 0.00 96.55 
Laurens 954 170.59 2.53 365.00 21.67 3,766.67 0.55 156.67 50.00 41.18 1.94 231.03 
Lee 1042 29.41 6.96 141.67 15.00 7,208.33 0.02 76.67 15.00 5.88 0.32 31.03 
Lexington  2706 94.12 6.33 545.00 36.67 15,608.33 0.02 300.00 15.00 41.18 1.94 879.31 
Marion  704 47.06 8.86 163.33 13.33 3,916.67 0.13 103.33 13.33 35.29 2.90 44.83 
Marlboro 1063 29.41 8.86 163.33 23.33 6,958.33 0.18 78.33 26.67 29.41 0.65 55.17 
McCormick 464 11.76 2.53 95.00 23.33 2,558.33 0.02 53.33 15.00 17.65 0.00 120.69 
Newberry 640 29.41 3.16 225.00 50.00 2,766.67 0.02 113.33 25.00 5.88 6.77 93.10 
Oconee  1176 117.65 0.63 328.33 38.33 4,858.33 0.55 195.00 105.00 47.06 4.19 406.90 
Orangeburg 3188 52.94 18.99 405.00 78.33 19,683.33 0.02 235.00 6.67 52.94 6.45 1110.34 
Pickens 1229 188.24 1.27 338.33 36.67 5,741.67 0.55 175.00 96.67 35.29 1.61 255.17 
Richland  1659 123.53 12.66 485.00 56.67 6,733.33 0.02 258.33 13.33 70.59 5.81 1003.45 
Saluda  543 17.65 2.53 156.67 16.67 2,966.67 0.02 86.67 11.67 0.00 0.65 48.28 
Spartanburg  1719 347.06 2.53 621.67 43.33 4,225.00 0.55 366.67 95.00 194.12 1.29 1389.66 
Sumter  1895 29.41 13.29 288.33 30.00 12,116.67 0.02 140.00 13.33 11.76 0.32 441.38 
Union  714 117.65 3.16 228.33 20.00 3,025.00 0.55 120.00 50.00 47.06 1.29 103.45 
Williamsburg  3143 23.53 11.39 121.67 21.67 24,483.33 0.13 100.00 10.00 17.65 0.00 68.97 
York  1128 88.24 3.80 326.67 31.67 3,366.67 0.52 166.67 56.67 123.53 0.32 1037.93 
Source: State of South Carolina Hazards Assessment (2008), NCDC, SCEMD calculations 
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TABLE 6.32:  ANNUALIZED LOSS ESTIMATION BY COUNTY AND BY HAZARD 
COUNTY Flood Hurricane/ Tropical Storm 
Thunderstorm 
Wind & Rain Tornado Wildfire Drought Hail 
Winter 
Weather Lightning Earthquake TOTAL 
Abbeville $161,968 $1,747 $13,460 $1,234,937 $10,074 $363,908 $0 $209,063 $31,432 $110,774 $2,138,275 
Aiken $3,833 $25,418 $5,870 $137,949 $47,160 $1,493,553 $1,302 $0 $11,174 $566,879 $2,295,473 
Allendale $3,598 $2,791 $2,914 $61,310 $10,850 $445,114 $0 $0 $424,755 $142,010 $1,093,793 
Anderson $99,705 $11,595 $76,646 $281,354 $15,077 $1,369,496 $1,851 $214,521 $460,943 $278,337 $2,810,809 
Bamberg $4,149 $4,278 $2,611 $109,327 $13,322 $642,512 $0 $0 $5,285 $273,951 $1,056,053 
Barnwell $8,099 $5,101 $14,540 $479,295 $14,776 $331,206 $89 $0 $6,280 $161,802 $1,021,845 
Beaufort $3,833 $319,234 $11,518 $51,052 $24,997 $483,770 $17 $0 $172,771 $3,380,873 $4,449,378 
Berkeley $7,836 $166,424 $17,244 $198,281 $130,124 $1,420,381 $285 $0 $16,289 $14,882,247 $16,842,979 
Calhoun $3,678 $3,563 $7,843 $45,991 $10,981 $498,752 $0 $0 $0 $670,359 $1,241,946 
Charleston $63,175 $942,576 $13,034 $310,695 $39,208 $693,892 $17 $0 $44,382 $29,782,205 $31,892,621 
Cherokee $52,835 $2,911 $49,414 $281,461 $12,747 $672,345 $24,618 $218,901 $90,754 $82,622 $1,489,507 
Chester $7,021 $2,823 $9,631 $252,939 $12,572 $512,309 $0 $170,212 $0 $92,901 $1,061,178 
Chesterfield $3,598 $6,994 $11,689 $1,071,803 $38,855 $1,778,531 $67 $6,170 $3,503 $439,140 $3,361,920 
Clarendon $30,216 $15,146 $5,913 $118,005 $63,807 $2,860,155 $23 $0 $87,339 $2,152,110 $5,334,523 
Colleton $20,207 $31,968 $13,804 $11,196 $80,547 $652,938 $17 $0 $588 $2,061,331 $2,875,035 
Darlington $51,337 $18,816 $32,607 $182,458 $36,932 $1,535,873 $3,221 $78,845 $8,791 $1,260,705 $3,211,246 
Dillon $7,322 $10,994 $48,427 $569,191 $27,851 $2,355,780 $144 $78,845 $41,446 $495,402 $3,636,400 
Dorchester $7,274 $110,057 $7,527 $168,039 $38,046 $444,303 $0 $0 $3,325 $9,744,317 $10,524,557 
Edgefield $3,598 $2,620 $1,112 $78,034 $8,410 $1,644,611 $228 $0 $0 $146,860 $1,885,968 
Fairfield $3,892 $2,323 $2,243 $1,115,395 $18,832 $450,637 $46 $6,253 $0 $238,327 $1,839,436 
Florence $363,433 $60,538 $20,321 $118,012 $84,986 $1,672,949 $602,167 $59,903 $57,157 $2,932,414 $5,974,672 
Georgetown $70,620 $152,361 $10,693 $145,269 $72,436 $1,037,034 $114 $309 $38,944 $2,071,351 $3,600,671 
Greenville $982,850 $27,677 $90,087 $511,136 $19,806 $657,283 $14,220 $218,011 $132,907 $636,543 $3,292,305 
Greenwood $128,485 $5,994 $19,464 $780,215 $9,070 $181,368 $46,791 $208,809 $8,357 $168,048 $1,557,441 
Hampton $3,598 $9,247 $2,283 $30,584 $24,331 $318,033 $0 $0 $8,061 $641,894 $1,039,163 
Horry $223,080 $619,747 $77,428 $744,586 $221,724 $2,452,784 $1,213 $59,764 $76,550 $3,050,622 $7,530,195 
Jasper $3,598 $16,658 $3,114 $3,374 $67,723 $328,012 $114 $0 $0 $925,916 $1,350,075 
Kershaw $11,658 $9,715 $38,690 $1,015,372 $35,841 $2,143,644 $160 $6,170 $4,944 $726,100 $3,993,794 
Lancaster $7,741 $6,677 $27,333 $1,145,305 $11,718 $1,251,439 $114 $6,253 $61,725 $237,797 $2,756,812 
Laurens $233,334 $4,513 $55,405 $1,225,647 $13,957 $468,902 $1,234 $213,345 $72,276 $172,365 $2,461,932 
Lee $6,080 $4,241 $1,497 $5,768 $39,405 $1,415,256 $914 $0 $4,241 $473,060 $1,951,504 
Lexington $419,309 $43,380 $19,276 $1,584,230 $27,288 $3,202,439 $114 $0 $90,105 $1,742,248 $7,131,095 
Marion $11,873 $21,525 $21,930 $159,530 $17,553 $1,062,592 $200 $60,073 $26,198 $44,450 $1,426,628 
Marlboro $11,449 $6,430 $10,995 $2,086,043 $27,819 $856,054 $0 $86,007 $8,178 $1,002,344 $4,096,382 
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COUNTY Flood Hurricane/ Tropical Storm 
Thunderstorm 
Wind & Rain Tornado Wildfire Drought Hail 
Winter 
Weather Lightning Earthquake TOTAL 
McCormick $3,598 $804 $2,335 $22,660 $8,683 $44,905 $1,583 $6,170 $17,917 $467,165 $576,284 
Newberry $4,774 $4,120 $2,688 $1,652,063 $8,800 N/A $0 $6,253 $5,239 $157,046 $1,841,624 
Oconee $135,981 $3,563 $160,079 $202,426 $14,445 N/A $9,502 $270,097 $40,454 $104,797 $942,520 
Orangeburg $46,330 $29,222 $5,824 $319,766 $70,455 $2,794,085 $255 $0 $52,332 $1,960,099 $5,281,556 
Pickens $223,764 $5,247 $25,292 $131,646 $13,911 $239,581 $15,401 $270,097 $3,479 $194,357 $1,124,003 
Richland $28,955 $118,082 $10,889 $388,533 $39,773 N/A $502 $0 $225,280 $3,751,257 $4,564,931 
Saluda $3,598 $2,418 $2,396 $179,569 $8,159 $1,609,989 $42,327 $0 $0 $129,857 $1,978,855 
Spartanburg $962,997 $16,646 $179,980 $425,044 $12,679 $1,050,880 $207,738 $218,011 $157,573 $424,949 $3,658,216 
Sumter $7,735 $31,861 $22,200 $417,306 $69,785 $2,093,888 $46 $0 $18,150 $1,858,133 $4,520,999 
Union $33,700 $2,247 $17,339 $147,597 $8,462 N/A $1,172 $213,041 $9,128 $86,545 $519,945 
Williamsburg $29,886 $23,753 $10,293 $42,611 $152,615 $1,316,460 $165 $60,070 $403 $3,058,985 $4,698,383 
York $27,575 $15,354 $23,618 $79,826 $7,886 N/A $135 $170,498 $63,437 $247,998 $637,456 
TOTAL $4,533,172 $2,929,399 $1,209,496 $20,322,828 $1,744,478 $46,847,643 $978,104 $3,115,692 $2,592,092 $94,229,492 $178,570,380 
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   TABLE 6.33:  HAZARD SCORE BY COUNTY  




Wind Tornado Wildfire Drought Hail 
Winter 
Weather Lightning Earthquake HAZMAT 
1 Charleston 10.128 0.86 0.76 0.67 0.77 0.24 0.38 0.81 0.04 0.5 0.06 1 
2 Greenville 9.576 1 0.04 0.98 0.36 0.07 0.66 1 1 0.5 0.01 0.18 
3 Spartanburg 8.596 0.69 0.12 1 0.46 0.08 0.64 0.94 0.73 0.94 0.01 0.17 
4 Berkeley 7.48 0.44 0.88 0.48 0.54 0.92 0.4 0.89 0.04 0.26 0.97 0.16 
5 Horry 7.131 0.33 0.72 0.47 0.74 0.51 0.12 0.58 0.04 0.76 0 0.15 
6 Anderson 6.713 0.43 0.04 0.8 0.49 0.05 0.64 0.64 0.52 0.47 0.08 0.06 
7 Laurens 6.238 0.3 0.16 0.52 0.1 0.07 0.64 0.35 0.36 0.21 0.01 0.02 
8 Beaufort 5.896 0.26 0.76 0.38 0.33 0.15 0.4 0.23 0 1 0 0.16 
9 Colleton 5.395 0.13 0.88 0.64 0.28 0.64 0.4 0.35 0.04 0.06 0 0.03 
10 Oconee 5.36 0.22 0 0.47 0.36 0.04 0.64 0.46 0.96 0.24 0.02 0.06 
11 Pickens 5.351 0.42 0.04 0.49 0.36 0.09 0.64 0.35 0.92 0.18 0.01 0.04 
12 Richland 5.074 0.23 0.64 0.72 0.67 0.18 0 0.66 0.07 0.29 0.03 0.11 
13 Orangeburg 4.549 0.06 1 0.6 1 0.69 0 0.59 0.04 0.26 0.04 0.13 
14 Dorchester 4.492 0.22 0.52 0.44 0.21 0.31 0.4 0.39 0.04 0.32 0.35 0.06 
15 York 4.45 0.16 0.24 0.46 0.26 0.04 0.6 0.38 0.41 0.62 0 0.13 
16 Cherokee 4.362 0.16 0.12 0.35 0.18 0.09 0.64 0.3 0.67 0.38 0 0.05 
17 Chester 4.188 0.17 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.04 1 0.19 0.53 0 0.01 0.03 
18 Georgetown 4.141 0.16 0.64 0.12 0.13 0.3 0.12 0.13 0.03 0.5 0 0.12 
19 Lexington 3.84 0.16 0.32 0.87 0.36 0.63 0 0.77 0.08 0.21 0.01 0.09 
20 Florence 3.771 0.12 0.28 0.35 0.59 0.6 0.16 0.42 0.11 0.47 0 0.06 
21 Greenwood 3.682 0.16 0.12 0.35 0.15 0.12 0.64 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.01 0.03 
22 Jasper 3.221 0.08 0.68 0.15 0 0.45 0.4 0.01 0 0 0 0.01 
23 Abbeville 3.104 0.13 0.04 0.19 0.15 0.08 0.64 0.17 0.34 0.24 0.02 0 
24 Aiken 3.073 0.03 0.16 0.56 0.62 0.48 0 0.53 0.04 0.32 0.01 0.06 
25 Union 3.067 0.21 0.16 0.27 0.08 0.02 0.64 0.21 0.36 0.21 0.01 0.01 
26 Williamsburg 2.502 0.02 0.72 0.07 0.13 1 0.14 0.17 0.07 0.09 0 0 
27 Clarendon 2.452 0.06 0.56 0.22 0.44 0.49 0 0.35 0.05 0.18 0 0 
28 Fairfield 2.37 0 0.36 0.2 0.31 0.12 0 0.11 0.15 0 1 0.02 
29 Darlington 2.362 0.03 0.28 0.28 0.31 0.3 0.16 0.29 0.15 0.15 0 0.03 
30 Kershaw 2.238 0.07 0.36 0.3 0.38 0.27 0 0.27 0.14 0.06 0.01 0.05 
31 Barnwell 2.203 0.05 0.44 0.15 0.21 0.05 0 0.1 0.04 0.15 0.01 0.01 
32 Hampton 2.152 0.02 0.48 0.21 0.13 0.19 0.4 0.04 0.01 0.06 0 0.01 
33 Sumter 1.992 0.03 0.56 0.37 0.26 0.35 0 0.25 0.07 0.03 0 0.05 
34 Chesterfield 1.833 0.09 0.44 0.16 0.36 0.35 0 0.16 0.18 0.09 0 0.01 
35 Allendale 1.817 0 0.56 0.09 0.1 0 0.4 0 0.03 0.03 0 0 
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Wind Tornado Wildfire Drought Hail 
Winter 
Weather Lightning Earthquake HAZMAT 
36 Newberry 1.685 0.03 0.2 0.25 0.56 0.02 0 0.21 0.15 0.03 0.04 0.01 
37 Marlboro 1.665 0.03 0.48 0.15 0.15 0.16 0.2 0.11 0.19 0.15 0 0 
38 Lancaster 1.476 0.08 0.24 0.16 0.03 0.05 0 0.16 0.19 0.24 0 0.01 
39 Marion 1.343 0.07 0.48 0.14 0 0.05 0.14 0.19 0.08 0.18 0.02 0 
40 Bamberg 1.254 0.05 0.56 0.15 0.23 0.06 0 0.1 0.04 0.06 0.01 0 
41 Dillon 1.142 0.03 0.2 0.17 0.15 0.13 0.06 0.15 0.14 0.06 0 0.01 
42 Calhoun 1.114 0.03 0.52 0.13 0.1 0.05 0 0.16 0.05 0.03 0 0.02 
43 Lee 0.949 0.03 0.4 0.09 0.03 0.17 0 0.08 0.07 0.03 0 0.01 
44 Saluda 0.721 0.01 0.12 0.13 0.05 0.01 0 0.12 0.08 0 0 0.02 
45 McCormick 0.67 0.01 0.12 0 0.15 0.01 0 0.02 0.1 0.06 0 0.01 
46 Edgefield 0.541 0 0.08 0.09 0.18 0.01 0 0.12 0.05 0 0.01 0.01 
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VII. INTEGRATION OF LOCAL HAZARD MITIGATION PLANS 
This section of the plan was added as a result of the plan update performed in 2007.  This section 
was reviewed and updated in 2010.  Updates include a revised county inventory (Table 7.1), 
revised hazard list, and an updated local risk assessment performed by the University of South 
Carolina (see Appendix C).  This section provides information on: 
 
1. The status local mitigation planning in South Carolina,  
2. An overview of the hazards addressed in the local plans, and 
3. An overview of the findings of the Risk Assessments from the local plans 
 
A. STATUS OF LOCAL PLANS IN SOUTH CAROLINA 
Local governments across the State of South Carolina have developed Hazard Mitigation Plans 
for their jurisdictions36.  Table 7.1 provides a listing of all Counties in South Carolina, the status 
of their Hazard Mitigation Plan approval (by FEMA), the name and type of plan in which they 
are included, and the name of the organization that prepared the plan37.  This list was last 
updated with current information June 17, 2010. 
 
As stated earlier in this plan, it is the goal of the State of South Carolina to have approved local 
mitigation plans for all 46 of its counties, as well as all of its incorporated jurisdictions.  In 2008 
and 2009 the State of South Carolina was successful in achieving 100% coverage as all 46 
counties had FEMA approve local hazard mitigation plans.  In 2010 plans began to lapse do to 
the increased work load on consultants as expiration dates neared.  Currently numerous county 
plans have expired and are in the process of being updated.  In order for a mitigation plan to be 
approved, it must be compliant to the Disaster Mitigation Act of 2000 (DMA2K) and meet all of 
the requirements as set by 44 CFR Part 201. 
SCEMD’s knowledge of and ability to analyze local risk, as well as integrate this knowledge into 
the state plan, will continue to improve through the local mitigation plans currently being 
developed.  This effort will continue through future enhancements to this plan as more 
standardized local risk assessment data becomes available through the submission of local hazard 
mitigation plans. 
                                                 
36
 Each of the existing local Hazard Mitigation Plans is on file with SCEMD.  To review any of these plans, please 
contact SCEMD.    
37
 Table 7.1 is updated only when the plan as a whole is updated; therefore, the data presented in the table may not 
represent current conditions.   
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TABLE 7.1—STATUS OF HAZARD MITIGATION PLAN DEVELOPMENT 
JURISDICTION APPROVED PLAN NAME/TYPE NOTES PREPARED BY 
ABBEVILLE COUNTY Expired Abbeville County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Abbeville Expired Abbeville County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Calhoun Falls Expired Abbeville County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Donalds Expired Abbeville County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)  
Relies on the County for 
Hazard Mitigation 
activities 
Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Due West Expired Abbeville County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Lowndesville Expired Abbeville County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)  
Relies on the County for 
Hazard Mitigation 
activities 
Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
AIKEN COUNTY Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Aiken   Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Burnettown Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Jackson Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Monetta  Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
New Ellenton Expired   Did not participate    
North Augusta Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Perry Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Salley Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Wagener Expired Aiken County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Windsor Expired   Did not participate   
ALLENDALE COUNTY Yes Allendale County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Allendale   Yes Allendale County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Fairfax Yes Allendale County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Martin No   Did not participate    
Sycamore No   Did not participate   
Ulmer No   Did not participate   
ANDERSON COUNTY Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Anderson   Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Belton Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Honea Path   Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
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Iva No   Town, not included or listed   
Pelzer No   NFIP sanctioned   
Pendleton Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Starr No   Town, not included or listed   
West Pelzer No   Town, not included or listed   
Williamston Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
BAMBERG COUNTY Expired Bamberg County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Bamberg   Expired Bamberg County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Denmark Expired Bamberg County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Ehrhardt Expired   NFIP Sanctioned   
Govan Expired Barnwell County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Olar Expired   Did not participate   
BARNWELL COUNTY Expired Barnwell County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)      
Barnwell Expired Barnwell County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)      
Blackville Expired Barnwell County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)      
Elko Expired   Did not participate   
Hilda Expired   Did not participate   
Kline Expired   Did not participate   
Snelling Expired   Did not participate   
Williston Expired Bamberg County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)      
BEAUFORT COUNTY Pending Review Beaufort County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Low Country Council of Governments 
Beaufort   Pending Beaufort County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Low Country Council of Governments. 
Bluffton Pending Beaufort County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Low Country Council of Governments. 
Hilton Head Island Pending Beaufort County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Low Country Council of Governments. 
Port Royal Pending Beaufort County Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Low Country Council of Governments. 
Yemassee Pending Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Low Country Council of Governments 
BERKELEY COUNTY Pending Review 
Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
Bonneau Pending   NFIP Sanctions   
Goose Creek   Pending       
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Hanahan Pending Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
Jamestown Pending   NFIP Sanctions    
Moncks Corner Pending Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
North Charleston Pending   Participated in the Charleston County Plan    
St.  Stephen  Pending Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
Summerville  Pending Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
CALHOUN COUNTY Expired Calhoun County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Cameron Expired Calhoun County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
St.  Matthews Expired Calhoun County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   NFIP sanctioned Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
CHARLESTON 
COUNTY Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan    Charleston County Planner 
Awendaw Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Charleston  Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Folly Beach  Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Hollywood Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Isle of Palms Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
James Island Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Kiawah Island Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Lincolnville Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
McClellanville Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Meggett Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Mount Pleasant  Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Ravenel Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Rockville Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
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Seabrook Island Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Sullivan's Island Yes Charleston Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)     
CHEROKEE COUNTY Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Blacksburg Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Gaffney Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
CHESTER COUNTY Yes Chester County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Chester   Yes Chester County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Fort Lawn  Yes Chester County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Great Falls Yes Chester County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Lowrys No   Did not participate   
Richburg Yes Chester County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
CHESTERFIELD 
COUNTY Yes 
Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Cheraw Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Chesterfield No   NFIP Sanctions   
Jefferson Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
McBee Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Mount Croghan Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Pageland Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Patrick Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Ruby Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
CLARENDON 
COUNTY Yes 
Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-
jurisdictional)   
Santee-Lynches Regional Council of 
Governments 
Manning Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
Paxville Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
Summerton Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
Turbeville Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
COLLETON COUNTY Pending Review 
Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
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Cottageville Pending    NFIP sanctioned   
Edisto Beach  Pending Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
Lodge Pending       
Smoaks Pending    NFIP sanctioned   
Walterboro Pending Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
Williams  Pending       
DARLINGTON 
COUNTY Yes 
Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Darlington Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Hartsville Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Lamar Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Society Hill No   NFIP Sanctions   
DILLON COUNTY Yes      
Dillon   Yes      
Lake View  No      





Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
Harleyville Pending Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
Reevesville Pending      
Ridgefield Pending Berkeley - Dorchester Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    BCDCOG  
St.  George Pending      
EDGEFIELD COUNTY Yes Edgefield County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Edgefield   Yes Edgefield County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Johnston Yes Edgefield County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Trenton Yes Edgefield County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
FAIRFIELD COUNTY Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Ridgeway Expired       
Winnsboro   Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Central Midlands Council of Governments 
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FLORENCE COUNTY Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Coward No Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)  Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Florence Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Johnsonville Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Lake City  Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Olanta No Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional) NFIP Sanctions Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Pamplico Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Quinby Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Scranton Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Timmonsville No Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional) NFIP Sanctions Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
GEORGETOWN 
COUNTY Yes 
Georgetown County Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Andrews Yes Georgetown County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Georgetown   Yes Georgetown County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Pawley's Island Yes Georgetown County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
GREENVILLE 
COUNTY Yes 
Greenville County Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Woolpert LLP 
Fountain Inn No       
Greenville   Yes Greenville County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Woolpert LLP 
Greer  Yes Greenville County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Woolpert LLP 
Mauldin Yes Greenville County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Woolpert LLP 
Simpsonville Yes Greenville County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Woolpert LLP 
Traveler's Rest Yes Greenville County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Woolpert LLP 
GREENWOOD 
COUNTY Yes 
Greenwood County Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Greenwood   Yes Greenwood County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
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Hodges No   Did not participate   
Ninety Six Yes Greenwood County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Troy  No   Did not participate   
Ware Shoals Yes Greenwood County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
HAMPTON COUNTY Pending Review 
Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
Brunson Pending Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
Estill Pending   Did not participate   
Furman Pending   Did not participate   
Gifford Pending   Did not participate   
Hampton   Pending   Did not participate   
Luray Pending   Did not participate   
Scotia Pending   Did not participate   
Varnville Pending   Did not participate   
HORRY COUNTY Yes Horry County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    Horry County Planner 
Atlantic Beach  Yes Horry County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)     
Aynor Yes Horry County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)      
Briarcliffe Acres Yes Horry County All Hazards Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)      
Conway Yes Horry County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)      
Loris Yes Horry County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)      
Myrtle Beach  Pending Review City of Myrtle Beach, South Carolina Hazard Mitigation Plan      
North Myrtle Beach  Expired       
Surfside Beach Yes Horry County All-Hazards Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)     
JASPER COUNTY Pending Review 
Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
Hardeeville Pending Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
Ridgeland Pending Lowcounty Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lowcountry Council of Governments 
KERSHAW COUNTY Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   
Santee Lynches Regional Council of 
Governments 
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Bethune No      
Camden Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
Elgin Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
LANCASTER COUNTY Yes Lancaster County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Elgin No       
Heath Springs Yes Lancaster County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Kershaw Yes Lancaster County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Lancaster Yes Lancaster County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Springdale No       
LAURENS COUNTY Yes Laurens County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Clinton Yes Laurens County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Cross Hill  No   Did not participate   
Gray Court No   Did not participate   
Laurens Yes Laurens County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Waterloo No   Did not participate   
LEE COUNTY Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   
Santee-Lynches Regional Council of 
Governments 
Bishopville Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
Lynchburg Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
LEXINGTON COUNTY Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Batesville-Leesville  Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Cayce Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Chapin Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Gaston Expired   Did not participate   
Gilbert Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Irmo  Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Lexington Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Pelion Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Pine Ridge Expired   Did not participate   
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South Congaree Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Springdale Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Summit Expired   Did not participate   
Swansea Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
West Columbia Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
MARION COUNTY Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Marion   Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Mullins Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Nichols Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Sellers Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
MARLBORO COUNTY Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Bennettsville Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Blenheim No      
Clio Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
McColl Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
Tatum  Yes Pee Dee Region Natural Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Pee Dee Regional Council of Governments 
MCCORMICK 
COUNTY Expired 
McCormick County Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
McCormick Expired McCormick County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Parksville Expired   Did not participate   
Plum Branch Expired   Did not participate   
NEWBERRY COUNTY Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Little Mountain Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Newberry Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Peak Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
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Pomaria Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Prosperity Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Silverstreet Expired   NFIP Sanctions   
Whitmire Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Central Midlands Council of Governments 
OCONEE COUNTY Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Salem No   NFIP Sanctions   
Senaca Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Walhalla Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Westminster Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
West Union ???   Town, not included or listed   
ORANGEBURG 
COUNTY Expired 
Orangeburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Bowman  Expired   NFIP Sanctions   
Branchville Expired   NFIP Sanctions   
Cope Expired   Did not participate   
Cordova Expired   Did not participate   
Elloree Expired Orangeburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Eutawville Expired Orangeburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Holly Hill Expired   Did not participate   
Livingston Expired   Did not participate   
Neeses Expired   Did not participate   
North  Expired Orangeburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Norway Expired   Did not participate   
Orangeburg Expired Orangeburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
Rowesville Expired   NFIP Sanctions   
Woodford Expired   Did not participate   
Santee Expired   Did not participate   
Springfield  Expired   Did not participate   
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Vance Expired Orangeburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Lower Savannah Council of Governments 
PICKENS COUNTY Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Central Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Clemson  Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Easley Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Liberty Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Norris No    NFIP Sanctions   
Pickens  Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Six Mile No       
RICHLAND COUNTY Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Arcadia Lakes Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Blythewood  Expired   Town, not included or listed   
Columbia  Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Central Midlands Council of Governments 
Eastover Expired   Did not participate   
Forest Acres Expired Central Midlands Regional Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Central Midlands Council of Governments 
SALUDA COUNTY Yes Saluda County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Ridge Spring Yes Saluda County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Saluda   Yes Saluda County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)    Upper Savannah Council of Governments 
Ward No   Did not participate   
SPARTANBURG 
COUNTY Yes 
Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-
jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Campobello No   Did not participate   
Central Pacolet No   Did not participate   
Chesnee  Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Cowpens No   Did not participate   
Duncan No   Did not participate   
Inman Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
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Landrum Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Lyman Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Pacolet Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Reidville No   Did not participate   
Spartanburg   Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
Wellford No   Did not participate   
Woodruff Yes Appalachian Region Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Appalachian Council of Governments 
SUMTER COUNTY Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   
Santee-Lynches Regional Council of 
Governments 
Mayesville No   NFIP Sanctions Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
Pinewood No   NFIP Sanctions Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
Shiloh ???   Town, not included or listed   
Sumter   Yes Santee-Lynches Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Santee-Lynches Regional Council of Governments 
UNION COUNTY No Union County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Carlisle No Union County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Jonesville No Union County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Lockhart No Union County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Union No Union County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
WILLIAMSBURG 
COUNTY Expired 
Williamsburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  
(Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Greeleyville Expired Williamsburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Hemingway  Expired Williamsburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Kingstree Expired Williamsburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Lane  Expired Williamsburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
Stuckey Expired Williamsburg County Hazard Mitigation Plan  (Multi-jurisdictional)   Waccamaw Regional Council of Governments 
YORK COUNTY Yes York County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Clover Yes York County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Fort Mill Yes York County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
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Hickory Grove No Did not participate     
Lake Wylie ???   Town, not included or listed   
McConnells No Did not participate     
Rock Hill Yes York County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
Sharon No Did not participate     
Smyrna  No Did not participate     
Tega Cay  Yes York County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
York Yes York County Hazard Mitigation Plan (Multi-jurisdictional)   Catawba Regional Council of Governments 
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B. OVERVIEW OF HAZARDS ADDRESSED IN LOCAL PLAN 
Table 7.2 provides a summary of the hazards that have been evaluated in the local plans in 
comparison to the hazards identified and evaluated in the state plan.  The headings of Table 7.2 
provide a listing of the hazards found in this plan.  An (x) has been entered into the cells for each 
local plan to indicate whether or not the hazard was addressed in that plan. 
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
ABBEVILLE COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   Structure fires, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Abbeville X X X X X X X   X   Structure fires, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Calhoun Falls X X X X X X X   X   Structure fires, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Donalds X X X X X X X   X   Structure fires, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Due West X X X X X X X   X   Structure fires, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Lowndesville X X X X X X X   X   Structure fires, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
AIKEN COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Aiken   X X X X X X X   X   
  
Burnettown X X X X X X X   X   
  
Jackson X X X X X X X   X   
  
Monetta  X X X X X X X   X   
  
New Ellenton             
  
North Augusta X X X X X X X   X   
  
Perry X X X X X X X   X   
  
Salley X X X X X X X   X   
  
Wagener X X X X X X X   X   
  
Windsor             
  
ALLENDALE COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Allendale   X X X X X X X   X   
  
Fairfax X X X X X X X   X   
  
Martin             
  
                                                 
38
 At the time jurisdictions were developing their local hazard mitigation plans, Hazardous Materials Incidents, Terrorism, and Public Health 
Emergencies were not included in the State Plan.  These hazards were added to the plan as a result of the March 2007 plan update. 
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Sycamore             
  
Ulmer             
  
ANDERSON COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Anderson   X X X X X X X   X   
  
Belton X X X X X X X   X   
  
Honea Path X X X X X X X   X   
  
Iva             
  
Pelzer             
  
Pendleton X X X X X X X   X   
  
Starr             
  
West Pelzer             
  
Williamston X X X X X X X   X   
  
BAMBERG COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Bamberg   X X X X X X X   X   
  
Denmark X X X X X X X   X   
  
Ehrhardt             
  
Govan X X X X X X X   X   
  
Olar             
  
BARNWELL COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Barnwell X X X X X X X   X   
  
Blackville X X X X X X X   X   
  
Elko             
  
Hilda             
  
Kline             
  
Snelling             
  
Williston X X X X X X X   X   
  
BEAUFORT COUNTY X X X X X    X X X X Hazardous Materials 
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Beaufort   X X X X X    X X X X Hazardous Materials 
Bluffton X X X X X    X X X X Hazardous Materials 
Hilton Head Island X X X X X    X X X X Hazardous Materials 
Port Royal X X X X X    X X X X Hazardous Materials 
Yemassee X X X X X    X X X X Hazardous Materials 
BERKELEY COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
Bonneau             
  
Goose Creek              
  
Hanahan X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
Jamestown             
  
Moncks Corner X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
North Charleston X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
St.  Stephen  X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
Summerville  X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
CALHOUN COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Cameron X X X X X X X   X   
  
St.  Matthews X X X X X X X   X   
  
CHARLESTON COUNTY X X X X X    X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Awendaw X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Charleston X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Folly Beach  X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Hollywood X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Isle of Palms X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, 
 245 Hazard Mitigation Plan 



































































































































































































































OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Terrorism 
James Island X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Kiawah Island X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Lincolnville X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
McClellanville X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Meggett X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Mount Pleasant  X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Ravenel X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Rockville X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Seabrook Island X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Sullivan's Island X X X X     X X X X Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
CHEROKEE COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Blacksburg X X X X X X X   X   
  
Gaffney X X X X X X X   X   
  
CHESTER COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Chester   X X X X X X X   X   
  
Fort Lawn  X X X X X X X   X   
  
Great Falls X X X X X X X   X   
  
Lowrys X X X X X X X   X   
  
Richburg X X X X X X X   X   
  
CHESTERFIELD COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route 
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
hazards 
Cheraw X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Chesterfield             
  
Jefferson X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
McBee X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Mount Croghan X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Pageland X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Patrick X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Ruby X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
CLARENDON COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Manning X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Paxville X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Summerton X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Turbeville X X X X X X X  X X   
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
COLLETON COUNTY X X X X X X X X  X   
  
Cottageville             
  
Edisto Beach  X X X X X X X X  X   
  
Lodge             
  
Smoaks             
  
Walterboro X X X X X X X X  X   
  
Williams              
  
DARLINGTON COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  




Darlington X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Hartsville X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Lamar X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Society Hill X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
DILLON COUNTY             
  
Dillon               
  
Lake View              
  
Latta             
  
DORCHESTER COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
 248 Hazard Mitigation Plan 



































































































































































































































OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Harleyville X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
Reevesville             
  
Ridgefield X X X X X X X  X X X X 
  
St.  George             
  
EDGEFIELD COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Edgefield   X X X X X X X   X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Johnston X X X X X X X   X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Trenton X X X X X X X   X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
FAIRFIELD COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Ridgeway             
  
Winnsboro   X X X X X X X   X   
  
FLORENCE COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  




Coward             
  
Florence X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Johnsonville X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Lake City  X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Olanta             
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Pamplico X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Quinby X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Scranton X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Timmonsville             
  
GEORGETOWN COUNTY X X X X  X X  X X   
  
Andrews X X X X  X X  X X   
  
Georgetown   X X X X  X X  X X   
  
Pawley's Island X X X X  X X  X X   
  
GREENVILLE COUNTY X X X X X X   X X   
  
Fountain Inn             
  
Greenville   X X X X X X   X X   
  
Greer  X X X X X X   X X   
  
Mauldin X X X X X X   X X   
  
Simpsonville X X X X X X   X X   
  
Traveler's Rest X X X X X X   X X   
  
GREENWOOD COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Greenwood   X X X X X X X  X X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Hodges X X X X X X X  X X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Ninety Six X X X X X X X  X X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Troy  X X X X X X X  X X   Structural fire, hazardous 
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
materials, terrorism 
Ware Shoals X X X X X X X  X X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
HAMPTON COUNTY X X X X X X X X  X   
  
Brunson X X X X X X X X  X   
  
Estill             
  
Furman             
  
Gifford             
  
Hampton               
  
Luray             
  
Scotia             
  
Varnville             
  
HORRY COUNTY X X X X X X 
  
X X X 
 Storm surge 
Atlantic Beach  X X X X X X 
  
X X X 
 Storm surge 
Aynor X X X X X X 
  
X X X 
 Storm surge 
Briarcliffe Acres X X X X X X 
  
X X X 
 Storm surge 
Conway X X X X X X 
  
X X X 
 Storm surge 
Loris X X X X X X 
  
X X X 
 Storm surge 
Myrtle Beach  X X X X X X X X  X X  
Nor-easters, Hazardous 
Materials, Airplane Crash, 
Acts of Terror 
North Myrtle Beach              
  
Surfside Beach X X X X X X 
  
X X X 
 Storm surge 
JASPER COUNTY X X X X X X X X  X   
  
Hardeeville X X X X X X X X  X   
  
Ridgeland X X X X X X X X  X   
  
KERSHAW COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Bethune X X X X X X X  X X   
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Camden X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Elgin X X X X X X X  X X   
  
LANCASTER COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Elgin             
  
Heath Springs X X X X X X X   X   
  
Kershaw X X X X X X X   X   
  
Lancaster X X X X X X X   X   
  
Springdale             
  
LAURENS COUNTY X X X X X X    X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Clinton X X X X X X    X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Cross Hill  X X X X X X    X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Gray Court X X X X X X    X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Laurens X X X X X X    X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
Waterloo X X X X X X    X   Structural fire, hazardous 
materials, terrorism 
LEE COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Bishopville X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Lynchburg X X X X X X X  X X   
  
LEXINGTON COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Batesville-Leesville X X X X X X X   X   
  
Cayce X X X X X X X   X   
  
Chapin X X X X X X X   X   
  
Gaston X X X X X X X   X   
  
Gilbert X X X X X X X   X   
  
Irmo X X X X X X X   X   
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Lexington X X X X X X X   X   
  
Pelion X X X X X X X   X   
  
Pine Ridge X X X X X X X   X   
  
South Congaree X X X X X X X   X   
  
Springdale X X X X X X X   X   
  
Summit X X X X X X X   X   
  
Swansea X X X X X X X   X   
  
West Columbia X X X X X X X   X   
  
MARION COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  




Marion   X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Mullins X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Nichols X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Sellers X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
MARLBORO COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Bennettsville X X X X X X X   X   Nuclear Energy Emergency.  Fixed hazardous materials 
 253 Hazard Mitigation Plan 



































































































































































































































OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Blenheim X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Clio X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
McColl X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
Tatum  X X X X X X X   X   
Nuclear Energy Emergency.  
Fixed hazardous materials 
locations, rail/highway 
transportation route hazards 
MCCORMICK COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   Structure fire, Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
McCormick X X X X X X X   X   Structure fire, Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Parksville             
  
Plum Branch             
  
NEWBERRY COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Little Mountain X X X X X X X   X   
  
Newberry X X X X X X X   X   
  
Peak X X X X X X X   X   
  
Pomaria X X X X X X X   X   
  
Prosperity X X X X X X X   X   
  
Silverstreet X X X X X X X   X   
  
Whitmire X X X X X X X   X   
  
OCONEE COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Salem             
  
Senaca X X X X X X X   X   
  
Walhalla X X X X X X X   X   
  
Westminster X X X X X X X   X   
  
West Union             
  
ORANGEBURG COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Bowman  X X X X X X X   X   
  
Branchville X X X X X X X   X   
  
Cope X X X X X X X   X   
  
Cordova X X X X X X X   X   
  
Elloree X X X X X X X   X   
  
Eutawville X X X X X X X   X   
  
Holly Hill X X X X X X X   X   
  
Livingston X X X X X X X   X   
  
Neeses X X X X X X X   X   
  
North  X X X X X X X   X   
  
Norway X X X X X X X   X   
  
Orangeburg X X X X X X X   X   
  
Rowesville X X X X X X X   X   
  
Woodford X X X X X X X   X   
  
Santee X X X X X X X   X   
  
Springfield  X X X X X X X   X   
  
Vance X X X X X X X   X   
  
PICKENS COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Central X X X X X X X   X   
  
Clemson X X X X X X X   X   
  
Easley X X X X X X X   X   
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Liberty X X X X X X X   X   
  
Norris             
  
Pickens  X X X X X X X   X   
  
Six Mile             
  
RICHLAND COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Arcadia Lakes X X X X X X X   X   
  
Blythewood X X X X X X X   X   
  
Columbia X X X X X X X   X   
  
Eastover X X X X X X X   X   
  
Forest Acres X X X X X X X   X   
  
SALUDA COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   Structure fire, Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Ridge Spring X X X X X X X   X   Structure fire, Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Saluda   X X X X X X X   X   Structure fire, Hazardous Materials, Terrorism 
Ward             
  
SPARTANBURG COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Campobello X X X X X X X   X   
  
Central Pacolet X X X X X X X   X   
  
Chesnee X X X X X X X   X   
  
Cowpens X X X X X X X   X   
  
Duncan X X X X X X X   X   
  
Inman X X X X X X X   X   
  
Landrum X X X X X X X   X   
  
Lyman X X X X X X X   X   
  
Pacolet X X X X X X X   X   
  
Reidville X X X X X X X   X   
  
Spartanburg   X X X X X X X   X   
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Wellford X X X X X X X   X   
  
Woodruff X X X X X X X   X   
  
SUMTER COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Mayesville             
  
Pinewood             
  
Shiloh             
  
Sumter   X X X X X X X  X X   
  
UNION COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Carlisle X X X X X X X   X   
  
Jonesville X X X X X X X   X   
  
Lockhart X X X X X X X   X   
  
Union X X X X X X X   X   
  
WILLIAMSBURG COUNTY X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Greeleyville X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Hemingway  X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Kingstree X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Lane  X X X X X X X  X X   
  
Stuckey X X X X X X X  X X   
  
YORK COUNTY X X X X X X X   X   
  
Clover X X X X X X X   X   
  
Fort Mill X X X X X X X   X   
  
Hickory Grove X X X X X X X   X   
  
Lake Wylie X X X X X X X   X   
  
McConnells X X X X X X X   X   
  
Rock Hill X X X X X X X   X   
  
Sharon X X X X X X X   X   
  
Smyrna X X X X X X X   X   
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OTHER HAZARDS38 (NOT 
INCLUDED IN STATE 
PLAN)  
Tega Cay  X X X X X X X   X   
  
York X X X X X X X   X   
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C. OVERVIEW OF FINDINGS FROM LOCAL RISK ASSESSMENTS 
For each county the Hazards and Vulnerability Research Institute at USC completed a 
local risk assessment (see Appendix C).  The risk assessments provide a summary of the 
hazards that threaten each county as well as the vulnerabilities and hazard loss estimates.   
 
D. DATA LIMITATIONS 
With the initial development of local mitigation plans in South Carolina, SCEMD 
developed a standard methodology for conducting local risk assessment which they 
encouraged (but did not require) local jurisdictions to utilize in the development of their 
local hazard mitigation plans.  As a result, when the local plans were developed, the 
counties used a variety of methodologies to complete the local risk assessments.  This 
creates substantial challenges for SCEMD’s ability to generalize and integrate local risk 
assessment data into the State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  SCEMD will explore the 
feasibility of requiring a standardized method for conducting local risk assessments that 
should assist in overcoming these challenges.  SCEMD recognizes that the necessary 
level of specificity for the plans to incorporate them into the statewide risk assessment is 
not in place at this time.  SCEMD will work with the counties to improve upon the 
methodology and coordinate the integration of the local plans and local risk assessment 
data through future revisions to this plan. 
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VIII. CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 
 
Requirement §201.4(c)(3) (ii): The State mitigation strategy shall include a discussion of the 
State’s pre-and post-disaster hazard management policies, programs, and capabilities to 
mitigate the hazards in the area, including: 
• An evaluation of State laws, regulations, policies, and programs related to hazard 
mitigation as well as to development in hazard-prone areas; [and] 
• A discussion of State funding capabilities for hazard mitigation projects. 
The capability assessment serves as an important step in designing an effective mitigation 
strategy.  The data used to perform the capability assessment was obtained through content 
analysis of relevant documents, and interviews with state officials.  The findings and content 
analysis are summarized in Table 8.1.  The assessment includes program descriptions and how 
they are used to reduce future hazards losses and, where appropriate, an evaluation of where and 
how these capabilities should be strengthened.  In cases where state policies and programs 
increased hazard vulnerability, recommendations were made to modify or eliminate those 
activities, whenever possible.38 
 
The information discussed throughout this section was gathered from participating state agencies 
and the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program Administrative Plan (404 Plan).39  This allowed the 
South Carolina Emergency Management Division (SCEMD) to document capabilities and 
incorporate the findings into this plan. 
 
STATE CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT FINDINGS 
 
A. PLANS, PROGRAMS, POLICIES, AND FUNDING 
The Capability Assessment provides part of the foundation for determining the type of mitigation 
strategy.  The assessment process also continues to identify gaps or weaknesses that may need to 
be addressed through mitigation planning goals and actions deemed practical considering the 
state’s capabilities to implement them.  Finally, the Capability Assessment highlights the positive 
measures in place or underway for continued support and enhanced state mitigation efforts.   
 
State Agency Programs 
The state maintains an array of departments, agencies, offices and programs that can directly or 
indirectly affect the state’s ability to reduce the impact of hazards.  Table 8.1 consists of state 
agencies and their programs, including their effect on hazard loss reduction and repetitive loss 
reduction to meet SRL updates.  Programs available in a post-disaster environment are 
designated in italics.  This table serves as the basis for the analysis found in the remainder of the 
assessment.  For the column titled, “Effects on Loss Reduction,” the following definitions apply: 
1. Support—Programs, plans, policies, regulations, funding, or practices that help the 
implementation of mitigation actions. 
2. Facilitate—Programs, policies, etc. that make implementing mitigation actions easier. 
                                                 
38
 Specific policy changes or mitigation actions can be found in Section 9, Mitigation Strategy.   
39
 The HMGP Administrative Plan is located in Appendix C. 
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3. Hinder—Programs, policies, etc. that pose obstacles to the implementation of mitigation 
measures.   
 
The following agencies are listed in the order that they appear in the following state capability 
assessment table. 
 
1. Budget and Control Board 
2. Office of the Adjutant General- Emergency Management Division 
3. Governor’s Office 
4. Department of Archives and History 
5. Department of Commerce 
6. Department of Education 
7. Department of Health and Environmental Control- Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource 
Management 
8. Department of Health and Environmental Control- Bureau of Water 
9. Department of Insurance 
10. Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation 
11. Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation- Building Codes Council 
12. Department of Natural Resources 
13. Department of Transportation 
14. Forestry Commission 
15. University of South Carolina 
16. The Citadel 
17. College of Charleston- Department of Geology and Environmental Geosciences 
18. Clemson University- Department of Civil Engineering 
19. South Carolina Association for Hazard Mitigation
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TABLE 8.1—STATE PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND GRANTS IMPACTING HAZARD MITIGATION IN SOUTH 
CAROLINA 
AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
Budget and Control 
Board 
 
General Services Division, 
Facilities Management 
 X   The mission of Facilities 
Management is to deliver electrical, 
mechanical, maintenance, energy 
management, fire protection, 
horticultural, custodial, technical, 
training, project management, safety, 
and building renovation services for 




Insurance & Grant Services, 
Insurance Reserve Fund  
 
 X   The Fund currently provides 
insurance on real property valued at 
$12 billion.  Coverage is provided on 
an “all risk” form including flooding 
and earthquake.  The flood coverage 
provided is similar to the National 
Flood Insurance Program’s coverage.  
This program provides insurance 
coverage for state and local facilities 
at a lower cost than commercial 
insurance. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
 Materials Management 
Office, Office of the State 
Engineer  
 
 X   The State Engineer is designated as 
the Floodplain Administrator for the 
state and the Chair of the Variance 
Committee for all state construction.  
The State Engineer is also the 
Building Official for all state-owned 
buildings and assures that state 
facilities are built to current building 
codes and floodplain management 
requirements. 
 Office of Research & 
Statistics, State Geodetic 
Survey  
 
 X   Mapping coordination performed by 
this office supports the development 
of an accurate, uniform statewide 
mapping system on a county-by-
county base.  Accurate mapping and 
elevation reference markers are vital 
to regulating new construction in 
floodplains. 




Hazard Mitigation Grant 
Program 
X   X This program provides funding for 
mitigation initiatives following a 
Presidential disaster declaration. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
 Public Assistance Program  X  X This program, available after a 
Presidential disaster declaration, 
allows mitigation measures to be 
incorporated into the repair of public 
facilities following a disaster. 
 Pre-Disaster Mitigation 
Program 
X   X This annual, nationally competitive 
program funds mitigation plans and 
projects to reduce or eliminate the 
effects of future disasters. 
 Hurricane Program  X   The hurricane program coordinates 
efforts to prepare for and respond to 
hurricanes, and supports mitigation 
through public education and studies. 
 Earthquake Program  X   The earthquake program provides 
coordination of seismic safety 
programs and supports mitigation 
through public education and 
promoting tools to support seismic 
hazard reduction. 
Governor’s Office Executive Order 99-11  X   This executive order established the 
Interagency Coordinating Committee 
(ICC) and mandated it be responsible 
for developing and maintaining the 
State Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 




 X   Review of properties involved in 
mitigation projects for adverse effects 
to historical properties.  The 
Department must approve the 
modification (including retrofitting 






Block Grant (CDBG) 
 X  X The CDBG Program assists 
communities in providing decent 
housing, a suitable living 
environment, and expanded economic 
opportunities.  CDBG funds can be 





Office of School Facilities  
 
 
 X   The Office of School Facilities (OSF) 
serves as the Building Official for 
public school facilities in South 
Carolina.  The office regulates school 
construction in the floodplain, 
ensures schools meet building codes, 
and provides technical assistance in 
evaluating school sites and facility 
conditions, and funds school 
construction projects. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
Department of Health 
and Environmental 
Control 




Federal Coastal Zone 
Management Act, as 
amended (PL 104-150) and 
SC Coastal Zone 
Management Act, as 
amended 
 
X    These acts require permits for 
activities in the designated coastal 
zone of the state, including, but not 
limited to, stormwater management 
and beachfront development.  DHEC-
OCRM also reviews proposed federal 
permits in the coastal zone to ensure 
the activity is consistent with the state 
coastal zone management policies.   
 Beach Restoration Fund X   X This program provides funding for 
beach nourishments projects. 
Department of Health 
and Environmental 
Control 
Bureau of Water 
SC Stormwater Management 
and Sediment Reduction Act 
of 1991 
 X   This act requires permits to ensure 
development does create 
inappropriate amounts of stormwater 
runoff or sediment buildup. 
 SC Erosion and Sediment Act 
of 1983 
 X   This act requires permits to ensure 
development minimizes erosion soil 
and sedimentation of streams. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
Department of 
Insurance 
SC Safe Homes  X  X The South Carolina Hurricane 
Damage Mitigation Program, also 
known as the SC Safe Home Grant 
Program, offers grants for South 
Carolinians to strengthen their homes 
against the damaging effects of high 
winds from hurricanes and 
severe storms. 
Department of Labor, 
Licensing, and 
Regulation (LLR) 
Manufactured Housing Board 
 
 X   The board sets regulations for the 
installment of manufactured homes in 
the state.  Proper installation of 
manufactured housing provides 
enhanced protection against hazards 
such as floods, earthquakes, and 
hurricanes. 
 Office of State Fire Marshal  X   Deputy fire marshals conduct fire 
safety inspections to ensure 
compliance with fire safety codes.  
Enforcement of fire safety codes 
increases protection to structures 
from fire, thereby reducing property 
damage and loss of life. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
Department of Labor, 
Licensing, and 
Regulation (LLR) 
Building Codes Council 
Building Codes Program  X   The program assures uniformity in 
the use, adoption and interpretation of 
building codes on a statewide basis. 
 Modular Building Program   X   The program ensures that modular 
buildings conform to established 
building codes. 
Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) 
Flood Mitigation Assistance 
Program 
 
X   X FMA provides funding to assist states 
and communities in implementing 
measures to reduce or eliminate the 
long-term risk of flood damage to 
buildings, manufactured homes, and 
other structures insurable under the 
National Flood Insurance Program 
(NFIP).   
 Repetitive Flood Claims 
(RFC) Program 
X   X Provides funding to reduce or 
eliminate long-term risk of flood 
damage to structures insured under 
the NFIP that have had one or more 
claim payments for flood damage. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
 Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) 
Program 
X   X Provides funding to reduce or 
eliminate long-term risk of flood 
damage to severe repetitive loss 
residential structures insured under 
NFIP. 
 National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP) 
X    SCDNR administers the NFIP in 
South Carolina.  They assist local 
governments in developing and 
administering floodplain ordinances 
and provide technical assistance on 
flood insurance issues.  SCDNR also 
provides technical assistance to 
communities in developing flood 
mitigation plans. 
 Map Modernization Initiative X    SCDNR implemented the Map 
Modernization Initiative to begin a 
complete update of flood maps in the 
state and produce them in a digital 
format.  The goal is to have all flood 
maps updated within five years. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
 South Carolina Drought 
Response Act 
 
 X   This act established procedures by 
which the state's water resources 
could be monitored, managed, and 
conserved in the best interest of South 
Carolinians during periods of 
drought.  DNR serves as the primary 
agency to monitor drought 
conditions, or potential for drought, 
throughout the state and to coordinate 
the state's response. 
 Geologic Survey  X   The mission of the Geological Survey 
is to provide a service-oriented 
research program, which collects, 
studies, interprets, and reports all 
information pertaining to geology 
affecting the daily lives of the citizens 
of this state.  A goal of this program 
is the dissemination of geologic 
information, which can be used for 
better land use planning, economic 
development, emergency 
preparedness and education. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
Department of 
Transportation 
Division of Engineering  X   The division ensures that roads and 
bridges are engineered and designed 
to state and federal regulations.  They 
also conduct flood and earthquake 
studies and bridge design in 
cooperation with communities.  The 
results of these studies can be used in 
floodplain regulatory programs. 
Forestry Commission Firewise X    The Commission promotes the 
Firewise program in South Carolina 
and encourages communities to join 
the program. 
 Prescribed Burning 
Assistance 
X    The Commission provides assistance 
to landowners on development of a 
prescribed burning plan, constructing 
firebreaks, or conducting the actual 
prescribed burns.   
 Forest Stewardship Program X   X This program assists landowners in 
development of a Stewardship 
Management Plan that helps to 
reduce wildfire and erosion risks.  
Funding is available to implement 
plans once they are approved. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
 Prescribed Burning 
Assistance 
X    The Commission provides assistance 
to landowners on development of a 
prescribed burning plan, constructing 
firebreaks, or conducting the actual 
prescribed burns.   
 Wildfire Detection X    The Forestry Commission provides 
aerial detection via the use of federal 
excess aircraft to locate wildfires for 
quick response to minimize loss to 
life, property and our natural 
resources.   
 Wildfire Prevention  X   The Commission has trained 
personnel in the area of wildfire 
education prevention techniques and 
implements those ideas through 
statewide or community wide efforts. 
 Wildfire Prevention-Law 
Enforcement 
 X   The Commission informs and 
enforces all outdoor burning laws 
related to forestry, wildlife, and 
agriculture to ensure that fire is used 
safely and properly. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
 Wildfire Suppression X    The Forestry Commission provides 
wildfire suppression equipment to 
fight wildfires on all lands outside 
incorporated areas and assists federal 
agencies with wildfire suppression on 
their lands. 
 Forest Stewardship Program X   X This program assists landowners in 
development of a Stewardship 
Management Plan that helps to 
reduce wildfire and erosion risks.  
Funding is available to implement 
plans once they are approved. 
 Forest Health X   X This program assists landowners by 
monitoring insect and disease 
outbreaks and storm damage and 
providing those affected with forest 
management recommendations to 
reduce the resultant increasing 
wildfire hazard due to the 
accumulation of dead fuels. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
University of South 
Carolina 
Hazard Vulnerability 
Research Institute (HVRI) 
 
 X   The HRL developed the State of 
South Carolina Hazards Assessment, 
which describes the hazards that 
affect the state.  The HRL compiled a 
GIS-based database of hazards data 
and made it available through an 
internet site that was instrumental in 
developing state and local hazard 
mitigation plans.    
 Earth Sciences and Resources 
Institute 
 X   The Institute conducts studies of 
hazard events such as earthquakes, 
floods, and erosion, and hosts a web 
site with relevant information for 
public information. 
 Department of Civil 
Engineering 
 
 X   The research conducted by this 
department has spawned the 
development and testing of products 
for retrofitting buildings and 
infrastructure for enhanced 
earthquake resistance. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
The Citadel Department of Civil 
Engineering 
 X   This department has conducted 
research on earthquake-related codes 
and standards.  This department also 
participates in traffic studies with the 
S.C.  DOT to determine where road 
improvements may be needed to 
enhance emergency evacuation of 
residents. 
College of Charleston 
Department of Geology 
and Environmental 
Geosciences 
Santee Cooper GIS 
Laboratory 
 X   This Department coordinates the 
Santee Cooper GIS Laboratory, 
which is planned to be utilized for 
training local and state government 
personnel on the HAZUS-MH 
software packages for estimating 
damages associated with hazard 
events.  This department also 
develops educational materials for the 
general public on earthquake hazard 
mitigation and monitors earthquake 
activity. 
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AGENCY RELEVANT PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND/OR GRANTS 




SUPPORT FACILITATE HINDER 
Clemson University 
Department of Civil 
Engineering 
Wind Load Testing Facility 
 
 X   The Wind Load Test Facility houses 
one of the largest boundary-layer 
wind tunnels in the nation.  The 
research performed there helps to 
understand wind fields within 
hurricanes and their affect on 
structures.  The department 
performed experiments on homes in 
Horry County after Hurricane Floyd 
to determine their ability to withstand 
hurricane force winds. 
South Carolina Sea 
Grant Consortium 
113 Calhoun Street  X   The 113 Calhoun Street project 
provides a laboratory, demonstration 
site, and classroom for hazard 
resistant building materials and 
techniques developed by public and 
private research institutions. 
South Carolina 
Association for Hazard 
Mitigation (SCAHM) 
SCAHM Annual Conference 
and Roundtable Meetings 
 X   The Association serves as a state 
chapter of the Association of State 
Flood Plain Managers.  SCAHM 
hosts an annual conference as well as 
periodic roundtable meetings to 
discuss hazard mitigation issues. 
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Program Integration 
This plan serves as a coordinating mechanism to incorporate or enhance mitigation within 
existing state programs.  Specific examples include: 
 
1. Land Use Planning 
2. Floodplain Management 
3. Coastal Zone Management and 
4. Comprehensive Planning 
 
The examples above were generated using the results of an internal review of plans, policies and 
programs related to hazard mitigation.  An evaluation of the policies, programs, and capabilities 
that allow the state to mitigate against flood prone repetitive loss properties was completed.  The 
findings are summarized across the following capabilities: 
 
1. Administrative Capability 
2. Technical Capability 
3. Fiscal Capability 
4. Legal Capability 
5. Political Willpower 
 
B. ADMINISTRATIVE CAPABILITY 
The state has a limited level of administrative capability to carry out hazard mitigation policies 
and projects due to the natural hazard vulnerabilities.  The state is taking steps to improve over 
time as shown herein (see Sections 6.1 and 6.2).  Examples include: 1) the goals developed 
addressing enhanced legislation and codes, 2) improved interagency coordination, 3) the 
identification and implementation of specific mitigation projects, 4) the improved use of existing 
resources and data and 5) improving outreach and training.  Capabilities were evaluated by 
reviewing state staffing and the organizational structure across state government.  Since the 
primary responsibility to coordinate statewide mitigation efforts falls with SCEMD and SCDNR, 
an emphasis was placed on the review of the capabilities of these agencies.  The review focused 
on staffing patterns and the ability to coordinate state agencies’ participation in hazard 
mitigation-related activities.     
 
As of July 2010 SCEMD has one staff member devoted to undertaking mitigation-related duties.  
Currently the State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) position is open.  The SHMO coordinates 
statewide hazard mitigation activities with technical support from state agencies through the 
Interagency Coordinating Committee (ICC).  The SHMO oversees hazard mitigation grant 
programs, including the Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) and the Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation (PDM) Program.  The SHMO is tasked with the oversight of the development of this 
plan and the county-level mitigation plans. 
 
The Flood Mitigation Program, contained within the South Carolina Department of Natural 
Resources (SCDNR), is responsible for the oversight of the statewide floodplain management 
program.  SCDNR has five staff members within the Flood Mitigation Program.  Their duties 
include administrating the National Flood Insurance Program, Flood Mitigation Assistance 
(FMA) program, and the Map Modernization Program. 
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DHEC's Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (DHEC-OCRM) plays an integral 
role in the preparation and recovery of coastal communities.  Beaches and dunes are nature's best 
defense against storm surge and extreme tides by diffusing wave energy and acting as a natural 
barrier against rising sea levels. DHEC-OCRM works to minimize the human impacts from 
coastal disasters and facilitate an efficient recovery.  
Pre-disaster, DHEC-OCRM works with coastal communities to maintain a database of the best 
available beach survey data, property parcel data, and coastal structure inventory. DHEC-OCRM 
is tasked with implementing the State's "retreat policy," with a long term goal of relocating 
structures to safer areas where appropriate.  In addition, DHEC-OCRM has managed various 
marine debris and abandoned vessel removal grants to eliminate potential threats prior to storm 
events. 
When erosion threatens existing coastal structures and public access to the beach, beach 
renourishment is an available option to mitigate the extent of the erosion.  DHEC-OCRM 
receives state funding to implement limited sand re-nourishment projects and partners with local 
governments to leverage additional financial resources through local funding matches. DHEC-
OCRM also works with the Army Corps of Engineers on federally-funded renourishment 
projects. 
During post-storm recovery, DHEC-OCRM is tasked with assessing damage to coastal structures 
within jurisdictional lines of the immediate beachfront area, including habitable structures, pools, 
sea walls and other erosion control devices. Depending on the amount and type of 
damage, DHEC-OCRM determines the extent of rebuilding allowed. DHEC-OCRM coordinates 
post-storm structure damage assessments with local government officials who may also be 
performing their own damage assessments as mandated by FEMA. Other post-storm 
coordination at the state and federal level may involve emergency beach renourishment or dune 
rebuilding projects for hazard mitigation. Throughout the post-storm recovery process, DHEC-
OCRM works closely with the S.C. Emergency Management Division and local governments to 
ensure that open lines of communication exist and administrative processes run smoothly. Local 
municipalities and DHEC-OCRM can issue Emergency Orders to help mitigate damage caused 
by erosion. The Emergency Order process bypasses typical DHEC permitting procedures and 
allows work to be done quickly following a storm event, though all work must comply with 
DHEC regulations.  Emergency Orders can also be issued after a hurricane for non-beachfront 
activities, such as the rebuilding of docks and marinas damaged by the storm, or the removal of 
debris from creeks and marshes. 
 
In addition to technical experts, SCEMD has the support of the numerous local, state and federal 
agencies to develop and implement the goals and mitigation actions found in this plan.  
Furthermore, SCEMD has an organizational structure that served as the foundation for the 
oversight of the planning process.  The ICC, comprised of state agency officials, works closely 
with SCEMD and FEMA to ensure the plan’s maintenance, track progress and update the plan as 
needed. 
 
Improvements continue in the degree to which state agencies coordinate complimentary 
objectives addressing hazard mitigation activities.  Improved coordination that builds on 
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established relationships, conducting hazard studies across the state, and cultivating positive 
working relationships. 
 
The Mitigation Action Plan, which forms the basis of Section 8 and Section 9, serves as a 
primary means to achieve an improved level of inter-agency coordination.  By establishing clear 
actions, linked to specific agencies, accountability is increased.  Actions are assigned timelines 
approved by the ICC, further linking policy and project completion with accountability.  
Therefore actions can be tracked over time to assess the degree to which the plan is achieving 
desired aims.  Finally, the Mitigation Action Plan is easily updated as needed, following a 
disaster or as required by the Stafford Act, thereby increasing the likelihood that state agencies 
remain involved. 
Floodplain Management 
Sound floodplain management involves a series of programs designed to reduce flood-related 
damages.  Programs such as the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP), the Community 
Rating System (CRS) and the Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program provide the 
framework to implement a successful floodplain management program.  The NFIP contains 
specific regulatory measures that enable government officials to determine where and how 
growth occurs relative to flood hazards.  In order for a county or municipality to join the NFIP, 
they must adopt a Local Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance.  This document provides local 
governments with a powerful regulatory tool to reduce future flood-related losses.  Another key 
service provided by the NFIP includes the mapping of identified flood hazard areas.  Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps and studies are used to assess flood hazard risk and set flood insurance 
rates.  The maps also provide an important means to educate residents, government officials and 
the business community about the likelihood of flooding in their community.40  Forty-three (43) 
counties and 162 municipalities in South Carolina participate in the National Flood Insurance 
Program. 
 
C. TECHNICAL CAPABILITY 
The state has a moderate level of technical capability to implement the state hazard mitigation 
strategy.  While there exists a wide range of technical resources across state agencies, the 
development of a systematic protocol for sharing resources to analyze natural hazards and 
develop meaningful actions to reduce their impact could be improved.  Additional factors 
affecting technical capability include: 
 
1. Information on past disasters and mitigation projects; 
2. Experience in disaster management and mitigation planning; and 
3. The application of technology to address hazards.  Examples include the use of GIS-
driven risk assessments and information technologies to facilitate the formulation, 
development, implementation, and monitoring of mitigation actions.   
 
Technical capability can be defined as possessing the skills and tools needed to accomplish 
specific tasks and distribute the results to those associated with the State of South Carolina 
                                                 
40
 For additional information on the South Carolina Floodplain Management program, see Plans, Programs, 
Policies and Funding, Table 8.1. 
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Hazard Mitigation Program.  Technical capability can be measured across three primary 
elements: 1) geographic information systems (GIS) and database management; 2) grants 
management; and 3) hazard mitigation planning.  Measuring the degree to which each element is 
found in the state was conducted through interviews with state staff.   
 
Geographic information systems (GIS) and database management capabilities can be measured 
by reviewing existing tools (hardware and software) and the access to individual experts who can 
effectively gather, analyze and display relevant information.  In the case of South Carolina, 
SCEMD developed the data analyses needed for the hazards.    
 
The Hazard Vulnerability Research Institute (HVRI) within the University of South Carolina 
(USC) conducts field and survey research on group, organizational, and community preparation 
for, response to, and recovery from natural and technological disasters and other community-
wide crises.  The HVRI, in conjunction with SCEMD, has compiled hazard and loss data for the 
entire state and made it available on the Internet in GIS format.  This data is used to conduct risk 
assessments for this plan as well as local hazard mitigation plans.  The USC Geology 
Department has conducted numerous earthquake-related studies in South Carolina, including on-
going analysis of earthquake vulnerability in the Charleston-Berkeley-Dorchester county area. 
 
The information generated and analyzed has proven valuable to assist in the identification of 
hazard vulnerability, assess past events and document specific mitigation measures adopted 
across the state.   
 
Hazard mitigation-related grants management capabilities were measured by assessing the State 
HMGP Administrative Plan, the number of staff assigned to conduct identified duties, and the 
degree to which state and FEMA mitigation staff should train local governments to implement 
mitigation grant programs.  Adequate staff support and training were reviewed in the context of 
the overall vulnerability of the state to hazards, which took into account the size of the state and 
the number and magnitude of past events.  In the state, hazard mitigation grants management 
duties are the responsibility of the SHMO and the State NFIP Coordinator who administer the 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP), the Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) Program and the 
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) program, respectively.  FEMA Region IV provides technical 
support as needed.  Structured and regular training of local governments to administer grant 
programs continues to impact the statewide mitigation strategy.  This training should allow for a 
source of expertise and staffing at the county and municipal level.   
 
Hazard mitigation planning capabilities are the responsibility of the Mitigation Section within 
SCEMD and the State Flood Mitigation Program with SCDNR.  The SHMO also relies on the 
ICC to assist in the multi-agency implementation of this plan.   
 
D. FISCAL CAPABILITY 
The ability to take action in a state is closely associated with the amount of money available to 
implement policies and projects.41  Funding may be obtained from grants or state and locally 
                                                 
41 Gaining access to federal, state or other sources of funding is often an overriding factor driving the development 
of hazard mitigation plans.   
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based revenue.  The costs associated with policy and project implementation vary widely.  In 
some cases, policies are tied to staff costs associated with the creation and monitoring of a given 
program.  In other cases, funding is linked to a project, like the acquisition of flood-prone homes, 
that can require a substantial commitment from local, state and federal funding sources.  In either 
case, decisions must be made concerning how the state can reduce vulnerability to an acceptable 
level considering the availability of existing and future finances. 
Taking into account both state agency operating budgets tied to mitigation-related activities and 
external funding sources obtained in recent years, the state has a limited fiscal capability for 
South Carolina’s size and hazard vulnerability.  Fiscal capability can be increased over time as a 
more direct link is made between existing state-level environmental and economic development 
programs and hazard mitigation objectives identified in this plan.  Specific examples include the 
use of existing state and non-profit environmental land acquisition programs and the Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG) program to address mitigation-related projects.42  The 
identification of eligible Pre-Disaster Mitigation projects, as well as other federal funding 
sources identified in this plan, should allow communities in the state to compete nationally for 
available funding and serve to highlight opportunities for state agencies to coordinate funding 
resources.43    
 
E. LEGAL CAPABILITY 
In 1975, the General Assembly passed the Local Government Act, commonly called the Home 
Rule act, which gave counties authority to enact regulations and ordinances and make decisions 
regarding taxation and spending.  It is important to note that while the state may provide the 
authority of a local government to act, much of the specific mitigation projects implemented in 
any given state are often done at the municipal level.  Yet broader policy objectives and 
programs often exist at the state and federal levels of government.  Furthermore, federal and state 
funding often drive local project initiatives.  Therefore, in order to be effective, this plan should 
recognize the local; state and federal legal framework surrounding hazard mitigation planning. 
 
In general, local governments have the authority to enact the following actions: regulation 
(including general police power, building codes and building inspections, land use), acquisition 
of property for public use, taxation and spending.44  Each of these categories provides tools that 
local governments can use to implement hazard mitigation measures. 
 
Police Power:  Local governments have the authority to enact hazard mitigation measures, based 
on their authority to protect public health, safety and welfare.  One means to do this is using local 
ordinances.  In addition, local governments can cite their authority to address “nuisances,” which 
                                                 
42 The implementation of hazard mitigation projects often has positive environmental and economic impacts.  It is 
the responsibility of SCEMD and members of the ICC to educate state agency officials about these positive impacts 
in order to better coordinate complimentary actions.   
43 A specific challenge facing the South Carolina is the ability to identify willing participants for HMGP and FMA 
funding.  Part of the problem stems from the fact that these funds require a local match that is assumed by the 
applicant.   
44 Local mitigation policies, programs and capabilities will be discussed in greater detail once all local hazard 
mitigation plans are completed and incorporated into the State Hazard Mitigation Plan.  Furthermore, an analysis of 
local mitigation effectiveness will be addressed once all local hazard mitigation plans are approved and the relevant 
findings incorporated into the State Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
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may include, under certain circumstances, those actions that make people or property more 
vulnerable to hazards. 
 
Building Codes:  Building codes represent a regulatory tool that can is used to reduce the impacts 
of hazards.  Local governments in the state have the authority to enforce building codes adopted 
by the state and to adopt local flood damage prevention ordinances.  The state has a standard 
minimum building and related codes for plumbing, mechanical, gas, and electrical installations 
that local governments are required to enforce.   
 
Land Acquisition:  Land acquisition can be a useful tool for pursuing mitigation goals.  The 
acquisition of land represents a permanent means to reduce the impacts of geographically 
defined hazards.  Governments may find the most effective method for completely “hazard-
proofing” a particular piece of property or area is to gain the property (either in fee or an 
easement), thus removing the property from the private market.  Examples include coastal 
property and wetlands.   
 
ENABLING LEGISLATION, RULES AND EXECUTIVE ORDERS 
The State of South Carolina and the Federal government maintain several relevant 
forms of enabling legislation, rules and executive orders that are directly relevant to 
hazard mitigation planning: 
• Federal-State Agreement (The agreement is executed between the Governor and 
FEMA Regional Director following a disaster in order to receive federal assistance); 
• The Robert T. Stafford Act of 1988 (PL 93-288), as amended; 
• Title 44, Code of Federal Regulations; 
• President’s Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management; 
• President’s Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands; 
• Flood Control Act of 1950, Section 215, PL 81-516 (33 USC 4001, et. seq.); 
• National Flood Insurance Act of 1968, as amended (42 USC 4001, et. seq.); 
• National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994 (established the Flood Mitigation 
Assistance (FMA) program.) 
• Bunning-Bereuter-Blumenaur National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004 
(repetitive flood loss provisions) 
• National Flood Insurance Program Implementing Regulations (24 CFR 46962), 
promulgated October 26, 1976; 
• Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended by PL104-150, The Coastal 
Zone Protection Act of 1996; 
• SC Coastal Zone Management Act of 1976, as amended (Title 48, Chapter 39 of the 
South Carolina Code of Laws; 
• Governor’s Executive Order 99-11, Establishment of Interagency Coordinating 
Committee 
• Regulation 58-1, Local Emergency Preparedness Standards, SC Code of Regulations; 
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• Regulation 58-101, State Emergency Preparedness Standards, SC Code of 
Regulations; and 
• South Carolina Local Government Comprehensive Planning Enabling Act of 1994 
(Title 6, Chapter 9 of the South Carolina Code of Laws 
 
Political Willpower  
One of the most difficult and sensitive capabilities to evaluate involves the political will of a 
state to enact meaningful policies and projects designed to reduce the impact of hazards.  A 
variety of qualitative information was gathered to assist in this evaluation, including a review of 
current practices, programs and policies, the use of survey results, and conversations with state 
staff.  Following an analysis of this information it was determined that the state has a moderate 
level of political will to enact meaningful and proactive mitigation policies.  SCEMD and 
members of the ICC are knowledgeable about the potential hazards the state faces, and have 
become more familiar with the practices and principles of mitigation, particularly considering 
recent disasters.  The current political climate at the state-level is favorable for supporting and 
advancing both existing and future hazard mitigation measures.  Due to recent disasters there is a 
greater awareness of hazards, causing government officials to seek ways to reduce the impact of 
future events. 
 
Completed hazard mitigation projects show an understanding of hazard mitigation, including the 
political will necessary to carry them out.  Local governments should evaluate their effectiveness 
following events.  The results should be presented to elected officials in order to provide 
examples of how mitigation can protect the lives and property of citizens.  This can provide 
political support to improve the state’s mitigation program.   
 
F. STATE HAZARD MANAGEMENT CAPABILITIES 
As part of the plan update process that was completed in March of 2007, SCEMD and the ICC 
have highlighted the following hazard management capabilities of the State that have changed 
since approval of the plan in October, 2004: 
 
1. The Flood Mitigation Program staff has helped to increase NFIP participation to 43 
counties and 162 municipalities.  CRS program participation has increased to 32 
communities,     
2. Coordination with the USC Hazard Research Lab continues.  The lab continues to 
provide a valuable resource to SCEMD with the update of the State Hazard Risk 
Assessment (last completed in 2006), as well as other technical assistance. 
 
G. LOCAL CAPABILITY ASSESSMENT 
Requirement 44 CFR §201.4(c)(3) (ii): The mitigation strategy shall include a general 
description and analysis of the effectiveness of local mitigation policies, programs, and 
capabilities. 
 
Members of the ICC/SCEMD have been encouraging local governments to identify those actions 
most effective for hazard mitigation planning.  The state provides guidance to the local 
governments and communities by providing model ordinances and sample plans.  SCEMD has 
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also been actively working with local governments throughout the state to generate interest and 
develop initiatives for hazard mitigation.  The focus of this initiative is to generate interest at the 
local level and create advocates for the program.  This work has taken place through the 
following forum: SCEMD mitigation staff schedule and conduct mitigation workshops to 
educate local emergency managers on the various mitigation programs and initiatives that are 
available and the benefits of those programs.  These workshops provide an opportunity for an 
exchange of ideas and the development of mitigation initiatives based on the evaluation of state 
and local needs.  Additionally, it helps generate interest in the mitigation program from the 
ground up.  The state has also identified funding through federal programs such as HMGP and 
PDM for interested communities to adopt hazard mitigation plans and actions.  SCEMD’s 
knowledge of and ability to analyze local policies, programs and capabilities will continue to 
improve through the local mitigation plans currently being developed.  SCEMD will incorporate 
that improved knowledge and analysis in future updates of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan as 
local plans are approved. 
 
Table 8.2 provides a listing of local policies and programs, a brief description of those policies 
and programs, a discussion of their applicability and their effectiveness.  These policies and 
programs help the state to mitigate against hazards and flood prone repetitive loss properties.   
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TABLE 8.2—LOCAL PLANS, POLICIES, PROGRAMS AND GRANTS IMPACTING HAZARD MITIGATION IN 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
POLICY DESCRIPTION APPLICABILITY EFFECTIVENESS 
South Carolina Local 
Government Comprehensive 
Planning Enabling Act 
This Act gave local 
governments the authority to 
adopt and update 
comprehensive plans. 
Adoption of 
comprehensive plans gives 
a community the authority 
to enact zoning and land 
use ordinances. 
Counties and municipalities will 
attempt to identify innovative ways to 
use existing planning requirements to 
reduce future disaster losses and 
mitigate against flood prone repetitive 
loss properties. 
 
Building Codes The State has adopted and 
local governments are 
required to adopt and enforce 
these codes. 
Building codes address 
acceptable design 
standards.  Building codes 
are regulations developed 
by recognized agencies 
establishing minimum 
building requirements for 
safety such as structural 
requirements for wind, 
earthquake, flood, and fire 
protection. 
In February 2007, the Building Code 
Council updated the mandatory and 
permissive building codes to reflect 
the new International Code series.  
Therefore all buildings built after 2007 
will comply with the new code, thus 
improving these structures 
substantially in the wake of various 
hazards. 
Building Code Effectiveness 
Grading Scale 
The Building Code 
Effectiveness Grading 
Schedule (BCEGS), 
administered by ISO, assesses 
the ability of the local 
governments to enforce 
building codes. 
The program promotes 
adoption and enforcement 
of building codes in order 
to sustain fewer losses 
from natural hazards.  ISO 
rates communities from 1 
to 10, with 1 being the 
highest rating.  The closer 
the BCEGS rating for a 
community gets to 1, the 
better insurance rates they 
BCEGS ratings for South Carolina 
(see figure 8.1) 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION APPLICABILITY EFFECTIVENESS 
may receive. 
Community Rating System The primary goals of the CRS 
are to reduce flood losses, 
facilitate accurate insurance 
ratings, and promote the 
awareness of flood insurance.  
CRS is an incentive-based 
program that encourages local 
communities to accept 
defined actions designed to 
reduce the impacts of future 
flooding.  Class ratings, which 
run from 1 to 10, are tied to 
flood insurance premium 
reductions.   
CRS encourages 
communities to adopt 
regulations stricter than the 
minimal requirements of 
NFIP.  Each of the 18 
activities, or measures, is 
assigned points.  As points 
are accumulated and reach 
identified thresholds, 
communities can apply for 
a reduced CRS class.  
Therefore, as class ratings 
get closer to 1, the percent 
reduction in flood 
insurance policies held in 
that community increases.  
(see table 8.2) 
In the State of South Carolina, there 
are 32 communities in the CRS.  (see 
table 8.3) 
Contractor and Design 
Professional Licensing 
Department of Labor, 
Licensing and Regulation 
licenses contractors (general 
and residential) and design 
professionals (architects, 
engineers, land surveyors) 
who practice in South 
Carolina. 
Qualification examinations 
are administered to those 
seeking permission to 
practice in these 
professions. 
Enforcement procedures are in place 
for those who violate applicable codes 
or standards and do not adequately 
correct the violations, resulting in 
safer structures. 
Mutual Aid Agreements and 
Volunteer Services 
Many local governments have 
entered into mutual aid 
agreements, whereby resource 
sharing will occur, if needed, 
in emergency situations.   
Through the mutual aid 
agreements, fire 
suppression, building 
inspection, and other 
essential services are able 
Department of Natural Resources Fish 
and Wildlife Department also has a 
cadre of local volunteers who assist 
them with their enforcement of 
applicable wildlife preservation laws 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION APPLICABILITY EFFECTIVENESS 
to be performed when 
service demands exceed 
capabilities of the local 
governments, such as post-
disaster. 
and regulations when their staff levels 
are unable to meet demands.  These 
resources are also available, if needed, 
for hazard mitigation activities or 
post-event. 




organization that provides 
form and structure to 
interstate mutual aid. 
Through EMAC, a disaster 
impacted state can request 
and receive assistance from 
other member states 
quickly and efficiently, 
resolving two key issues 
upfront: liability and 
reimbursement 
In the event of a disaster South 
Carolina will benefit from the aid of 
other states to meet unmet needs. 
StormReady StormReady is a program 
established by the National 
Weather Service (NWS) to 
help communities better 
prepare for severe weather 
events.  NWS works in 
conjunction with SCEMD to 
implement the program.  
Benefits of the program 
include being better prepared 
for severe weather events, 
which could lead to fewer 
casualties, as well as the 
community receiving credit 
under the Community Rating 
System (CRS) to help lower 
flood insurance premiums.   
In order for a community 
to be considered a “Storm 
Ready Community,” it 
must meet several criteria.  
The criteria includes 1) 
having a severe weather 
annex within the County 
EOP or other response 
plan, 2) having numerous 
ways in which to receive 
and disseminate weather 
and flood warnings, 3) 
having a team of trained 
storm spotters within the 
community, and 4) taking 
part in weather-related 
public education seminars 
and exercises, including 
The program is continually looking to 
add more communities to the list of 
ones that have already met the criteria.  
SCEMD maintains a member on the 
StormReady Advisory Board, and 
participates in approving 
communities’ applications and 
conducting site reviews to ensure 
compliance with the program.  In 2006 
the Tsunami Ready program was 
launched in coastal areas.  By 2007 45 
of 46 counties have been accredited 
and 8 municipalities.  (see figure 8.2) 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION APPLICABILITY EFFECTIVENESS 
the statewide tornado drill 
for public schools.  The 
program also requires 
participants to have NOAA 
weather radios located 
within all public buildings. 
TsunamiReady The TsunamiReady Program, 
developed by the National 
Weather Service, is designed 
to help cities, towns, counties, 
universities and other large 
sites in coastal areas reduce 
the potential for disastrous 
tsunami-related consequences 
TsunamiReady helps 
community leaders and 
emergency managers 
strengthen their local 
operations.  TsunamiReady 
communities are better 
prepared to save lives 
through better planning, 
education and awareness. 
Communities have fewer fatalities and 
property damage if they plan before a 
tsunami arrives. No community is 
tsunami proof, but TsunamiReady can 
help minimize loss to your 
community. 
Land Use Planning 
 
 
Comprehensive land use 
planning provides a 
mechanism to prevent 
development in hazardous 
areas or allows development 
in a manner that minimizes 
damage from hazards.  Land 
use planning gives local 
governments “the big picture 
of what is happening in their 
jurisdiction. 
Local governments use 
land use planning to 
identify those areas subject 
to damage from hazards 
and work to keep 
inappropriate development 
out of these areas. 
New development can be minimized 
in identified hazard areas.  Counties 
and cities are starting to work together 
in some areas to coordinate land use 
issues so that one jurisdiction does not 
adversely affect the other. 
Zoning 
 
Zoning is a legal tool that 
municipal governments use to 
control the use of buildings 
and land within the 
municipality.   
When used effectively, 
zoning can be used to limit 
development in hazard 
areas.   
Local governments continue to 
monitor and update as needed.  It is 
now reviewed and coordinated 
through SC Recovery Plan Appendix 
6 Attachment I. 
 288  Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
POLICY DESCRIPTION APPLICABILITY EFFECTIVENESS 
National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP)  
 
The NFIP contains specific 
regulatory measures that 
enable government officials to 
determine where and how 
growth occurs relative to 
flood hazards.  In order for a 
county or municipality to join 
the NFIP, they must adopt a 
Local Flood Damage 
Prevention Ordinance. 
Ideally, enforcing the 
regulations of the NFIP 
will cause new 
development in a 
community to not be at risk 
to flooding.  This is done 
through the requirements 
found in local flood 
ordinances and Flood 
Insurance Rate Maps 
(FIRMs). 
The standards of the NFIP are 
estimated to save more than $1 billion 
in flood damage nationwide per year. 
Section 48-39-350 of the 
Coastal Zone Management 
Act 
 
This act requires permits for 
activities in the designated 
coastal zone of the state, 
including, but not limited to, 
stormwater management and 
beachfront development.   
DHEC-OCRM also 
reviews proposed federal 
permits in the coastal zone 
to ensure the activity is 
consistent with the state 
coastal zone management 
policies. 
DHEC-OCRM continues to mange 
this program.  It is now coordinated 
through SC Recovery Plan Appendix 
6 Attachment I.   
Community Development 
Block Grant Program 
 
The CDBG Program assists 
communities in providing 
decent housing, a suitable 
living environment, and 
expanded economic 
opportunities.   
CDBG funds can be used 
for mitigation projects.   
It is now coordinated through SC 
Recovery Plan Appendix 6 
Attachment I.   
Capital Improvement 
Planning 
Identifies where major public 
expenditures will be made 
over the next 5 to 10 years. 
Capital Improvement Plans 
secures hazard-prone areas 
for low risk uses, identify 
roads or utilities that need 
strengthening, replacement, 
or realignment, and can 
prescribe standards for the 
More and more jurisdictions are taking 
cost-effective mitigation 
measures into consideration when 
developing capital improvement 
projects.  Success stories 
continue to show that development, 
with associated mitigation measures, 
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POLICY DESCRIPTION APPLICABILITY EFFECTIVENESS 
design and construction of 
new facilities. 
can take place with 
minimal natural hazard risk.  The 
dissemination of these success stories 
will continue to 
strengthen the overall mitigation 
program at both the state and local 
levels. 
Subdivision Regulations Sets construction and location 
standards for subdivision 
layout and infrastructure. 
Jurisdictions are starting to 
look at the impacts of 
existing and planned 
subdivision developments 
and methods to reduce 
and/or eliminate those 
impacts. 
Combinations 
of storm water retention projects and 
locally funded buyouts are making a 
significant difference 
in new subdivisions. 
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Planning 
The South Carolina Local Government Comprehensive Planning Enabling Act of 1994 gave 
local governments the authority to adopt and update comprehensive plans.  These plans contain 
the planning process that examines an inventory of existing conditions, a statement of needs and 
goals, and implementation strategies with time frames.  To accomplish this, the plan contains 
population, economic development, natural resources, cultural resources, community facilities, 
housing, and land use elements.  Thus, comprehensive plans provide an important vehicle to 
address hazards.  Adoption of comprehensive plans gives a community the authority to enact 
zoning and land use ordinances.  An important addition to the plan includes the inclusion of 
mitigation-related activities into comprehensive plans.  In addition, the plans state that counties 
and municipalities should try to identify innovative ways to use existing planning requirements 
to reduce future disaster losses. 
 
Building Codes 
Building codes are regulations developed by recognized agencies establishing minimum building 
requirements for safety such as structural requirements for wind, earthquake, flood, and fire 
protection.  Building codes address acceptable design standards.  The South Carolina Building 
Code Council reviews and adopts acceptable building codes..  In February 2007, the Building 
Code Council updated the mandatory and permissive building codes to reflect the new 
International Code series.  The Building Codes Council registers all code enforcement officials 
in the state to verify the credentials of those performing these duties 
 
Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule 
The Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule (BCEGS), administered by ISO, assesses the 
ability of the local governments to enforce building codes.  The program  promotes the adoption 
and enforcement of building codes in order to sustain fewer losses from natural hazards.  ISO 
rates communities from 1 to 10, with 1 being the highest rating.  The closer the BCEGS rating 
for a community gets to 1, the better insurance rates they may receive.  The ratings are divided 
into two categories, personal lines and commercial lines.  The personal lines rating addresses 
building code adoption and enforcement for one and two-family dwellings.  The “commercial 
lines” rating is for all other buildings.  See Figure 8.1 for a distribution of BCEGS ratings for 
South Carolina. 
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Community Rating System (CRS) Participation 
The primary goals of the CRS are to reduce flood losses, facilitate accurate insurance ratings, 
and promote the awareness of flood insurance.  The CRS achieves these goals by encouraging 
communities to adopt regulations stricter than the minimal requirements of the NFIP.  The CRS 
is an incentive-based program that encourages counties and municipalities to accept defined 
actions designed to reduce the impacts of future flooding.  Each of the 18 activities, or measures, 
is assigned points.  As points are accumulated and reach identified thresholds, communities can 
apply for a reduced CRS class.  Class ratings, which run from 1 to 10, are tied to flood insurance 
premium reductions.  Therefore, as class ratings get closer to 1, the percent reduction in flood 
insurance policies held in that community increases (see Table 8.3). 
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TABLE 8.3—CRS PREMIUM DISCOUNTS 












In the State of South Carolina, there are 32 communities participating in the CRS.  These 
communities are listed in Table 8.4. 
 
TABLE 8.4-COMMUNITY RATING SYSTEM PARTICIPATION IN THE STATE OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
COMMUNITY DATE OF ENTRY CRS CLASSIFICATION 
Aiken County 10/1/93 9 
Awendaw, Town of  10/1/96 6 
Beaufort County 10/1/91 8 
Beaufort, City of  10/1/91 8 
Charleston County 10/1/95 5 
Charleston, City of  10/1/93 7 
Colleton County 5/1/05 8 
Edisto Beach, Town of  10/1/92 8 
Florence, City of  10/1/91 8 
Folly Beach, Township of  10/1/96 8 
Georgetown, City of  10/1/93 8 
Greenville County 10/1/93 8 
Greenville, City of  10/1/91 7 
Hilton Head Island, Town of  10/1/91 6 
Isle of Palms, City of  10/1/94 7 
Kiawah Island, Town of  10/1/96 6 
Lexington County 10/1/91 9 
McClellanville, Town of  10/1/00 8 
Meggett, City of  10/1/96 6 
Mount Pleasant, City of  10/1/94 8 
Myrtle Beach, City of  10/1/91 5 
North Charleston, City of  5/1/03 8 
North Myrtle Beach, Town of  10/1/91 7 
Pawley’s Island, Town of  10/1/05 9 
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COMMUNITY DATE OF ENTRY CRS CLASSIFICATION 
Pickens County 4/1/99 8 
Ravenel, Town of  10/1/96 6 
Richland County 10/1/95 9 
Rockville, Town of  10/1/98 6 
Seabrook Island, Town of  10/1/95 6 
Sullivans Island, Town of  5/1/04 8 
Sumter County 10/1/92 9 
Sumter, City of  10/1/92 9 
 
Contractor and Design Professional Licensing 
The Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation licenses contractors (general and 
residential) and design professionals (architects, engineers, land surveyors) who practice in 
South Carolina.  Qualification examinations are administered to those seeking permission to 
practice in these professions.  Enforcement procedures are in place for those who violate 
applicable codes or standards and do not adequately correct the violations. 
 
Mutual Aid Agreements and Volunteer Services 
Many local governments have entered into mutual aid agreements, whereby resource sharing will 
occur, if needed, in emergency situations.  Through the mutual aid agreements, fire suppression, 
building inspection, and other essential services are able to be performed when service demands 
exceed capabilities of the local governments, such as post-disaster.   
 
The Department of Natural Resources Fish and Wildlife Department also has a cadre of local 
volunteers who assist them with their enforcement of applicable wildlife preservation laws and 
regulations when their staff levels are unable to meet demands.  These resources are also 
available, if needed, for hazard mitigation activities or post-event. 
 
Project Impact 
Project Impact was a program under FEMA that preceded the Pre-Disaster Mitigation program.  
The purpose of the program was to identify communities as “Project Impact Communities” and 
provide them with funding to help set up mitigation programs.  The five Project Impact 
communities in South Carolina are Orangeburg County, Charleston County, Georgetown 
County, Horry County, and the City of Florence.  Each of the communities established public-
private partnerships that led to successful mitigation programs. 
 
StormReady® 
StormReady is a program established by the National Weather Service (NWS) to help 
communities better prepare for severe weather events.  The NWS works in conjunction with 
SCEMD to implement the program.  In order for a community to be considered a “Storm Ready 
Community,” it must meet several criteria.  The criteria includes 1) having a severe weather 
annex within the County EOP or other response plan, 2) having numerous ways in which to 
receive and disseminate weather and flood warnings, 3) having a team of trained storm spotters 
within the community, and 4) taking part in weather-related public education seminars and 
exercises, including the statewide tornado drill for public schools.  The program also requires 
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participants to have NOAA weather radios located within all public buildings.  The benefits of 
the program include being better prepared for severe weather events, which could lead to fewer 
casualties, as well as the community receiving credit under the Community Rating System (CRS) 
to help lower flood insurance premiums.  The program is continually looking to add more 
communities to the list of ones that have already met the criteria.  SCEMD maintains a member 
on the StormReady Advisory Board, and participates in approving communities’ applications 
and conducting site reviews to ensure compliance with the program.  The National Weather 
Service and S.C.  Emergency Management Division continue to encourage communities to 
participate in the program.  Figure 8.2 shows the communities approved in South Carolina in the 
StormReady program. 
 




















































The findings of the state Capability Assessment are intended to help SCEMD and the ICC meet 
the needs of county and local governments, while creating a state-level approach that is feasible 
given identified agency capabilities.  In addition, the assessment is intended to identify potential 
agency partners who can assist in the development of a comprehensive mitigation strategy as 
well as identify areas in need of improvement.  As noted in the introduction to this section, the 
capability assessment serves as part of the planning foundation, helping to craft a practical 
statewide mitigation strategy.  As capabilities change, the assessment will change. 
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I. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
Because of FEMA requirements for plan updates, this section was reviewed and analyzed by the 
ICC as a result of the plan update completed in March 2007.  Changes were made to this section 
to bring it into compliance with the FEMA requirements.  As part of the plan update process, the 
state took the opportunity to re-evaluate its pre- and post-disaster hazard mitigation programs, 
policies, and capabilities.  This included conducting an assessment of hazard management 
capabilities of the state that have changed since the plan was last adopted.  The state also 
conducted an assessment of its funding capabilities for hazard mitigation projects.  The results of 
this re-evaluation have been incorporated into this section as necessary. 
 
At the time this plan was being updated, there were several pieces of potential legislation that 
were being considered by the South Carolina General Assembly that are considered mitigation-
related.  They are Senate Bills 347, 346, 345, and House Bills 3154 and 3224.  They will be 
closely monitored and if enacted, will be incorporated into this section as necessary.   
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IX  MITIGATION STRATEGY 
EMAP STANDARD 
5.4.1: The entity shall develop and implement a strategy to eliminate hazards or mitigate the effects of hazards that 
cannot be eliminated. 
 
A. INTRODUCTION 
This section provides the State of South Carolina with the basis for action.  Based on the findings 
of the Risk Assessment and the state-level Capability Assessment, the mission statement, goals, 
and actions that follow are intended to guide both the day-to-day operations and the long-term 
approach taken by the State of South Carolina to reduce the impacts of hazards.  In order to 
achieve these aims, this section has been separated into the following components: 
 
1. Goals, Objectives and Activities 
2. Mitigation Goals 
3. Identification and Analysis of Mitigation Measures 
4. Identification of Mitigation Techniques 
5. Mitigation Action Plan 
6. Process Used to Evaluate and Prioritize Mitigation Actions 
7. Cost Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures 
8. Monitoring Implementation of Mitigation Measures and Project Closeouts 
9. Funding Sources for Mitigation Actions 
10. Monitoring Progress of Mitigation Actions 
 
The plan is designed to be both comprehensive and strategic in nature.  That is, the plan provides 
a comprehensive review of hazards and identify far-reaching policies and projects intended to 
not only reduce the future impacts of hazards, but also assist the State, counties and 
municipalities achieve compatible economic, environmental and social goals.45  In addition, the 
plan is strategic, in that all policies and projects are linked to departments or individuals 
responsible for their implementation.  Funding sources are identified that can be used to 
implement identified actions.   
 
The crucial basis for action in this plan can be found in the Mitigation Action Plan (MAP), which 
lists specific actions, those responsible for their implementation, potential funding sources that 
may be used, and an estimated target date for completion.  Each action will be listed with this 
accompanying information.  This approach provides those in charge of the plan’s 
implementation with an important monitoring tool.  The collection of actions also serves as an 
easily understood menu of policies and projects for decision makers. 
 
                                                 
45 Once completed, the local hazard mitigation planning actions will be assessed relative 
to the State Hazard Mitigation Plan’s goals and mitigation actions. 
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B. GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND ACTIVITIES 
Requirement 44 CFR §201.4(c)(3) (i): The mitigation strategy shall include a description of State goals to 
guide the selection of activities to mitigate and reduce potential losses. 
The purpose of this section is to describe the general goals and objectives of the State mitigation 
program.  In order to be effective, these goals and objectives must be achievable, while at the 
same time complimenting both the State and local mitigation strategy.  Before adopting them, the 
State of South Carolina evaluated the goals, objectives and especially the mitigation measures 
(actions) using the Social, Technical, Administrative, Political, Legal, Economic and 
Environmental (STAPLEE) criterion.  It is important that state and local government, public-
private partnerships, and the average citizen can see the results of these mitigation efforts.  By 
establishing achievable goals and objectives the various groups involved in the process can see 
that their efforts are making a difference and involvement in other mitigation efforts can be 
achieved. 
 
As local plans are submitted for review and approval, the risk assessment outlined in this plan 
will be updated accordingly.  As part of that process, the goals and objectives outlined in this 
plan will also be reviewed and updated as needed to reflect the current situation in the State. 
 
Every mitigation project that is considered for review and approval should, at the very minimum, 
have as its final result the potential to reduce the affects of a future disaster event. 
 
Planning Approach 
In order to guide the actions of those charged with implementation, the Plan follows a traditional 
planning approach.  First, the goals are designed to meet the intent of the Plan.  Next, mitigation 
actions are identified and tied to established goals.  Actions may include policies or projects 
designed to reduce the impacts of future hazard events.  Each step is intended to provide a clearly 
defined set of policies and projects based on a rational framework for action.  The components of 
the planning framework are explained in greater detail below: 
 
Goals:  Goals represent broad statements that are achieved through the implementation of more 
specific, action-oriented policies or projects.  Goals provide the framework for achieving the 
intent of the Plan. 
 
Proposed Hazard Mitigation Policies:  Policies are defined here as an ongoing course of action 
agreed to by members of the Planning Team.  If appropriate, potential funding sources are listed. 
 
Proposed Hazard Mitigation Projects:  Projects are defined as discrete actions taken 
to address defined vulnerabilities to existing buildings or systems.  Potential funding sources are 
listed for each project.   
 
Mitigation Action Plan:  The MAP is a prioritized list of actions (policies and projects), each of 
which includes a categorization of the mitigation technique, the hazards addressed, the individual 
or organization responsible for implementation, an estimated timeline for completion, and a 
series of potential funding sources. 
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C. MITIGATION GOALS 
The following goals and mitigation actions (found in Section 10) represent a comprehensive 
approach taken by the State of South Carolina to reduce the impacts of natural hazards.  Initial 
goals and actions were identified as part of a brainstorming session held July 28, 2004.  
Attendees of the brainstorming session included members of the Interagency Coordination 
Council (ICC) and invited stakeholders.  Following the brainstorming session, members of the 
ICC were asked to report back to their respective agencies and identify additional actions that 
would be considered by SCEMD and the members of the team.   
 
As part of the plan update process conducted in 2007, the Mitigation Planning Committee 
reviewed the Mitigation Goals and each action identified in the Mitigation Action Plan.  The 
committee conducted the review to ensure that, despite some slight modification to some of the 
wording, the goals remain valid and that the Mitigation Action Plan still reflects activities that 
will be implemented to achieve these goals.  The ICC reviewed the risk assessment findings and 
updated and/or developed new mitigation goals and objectives for the plan.  The risk assessment 
identified the following obstacles/gaps:  
 
1. The state would benefit from incorporating more GIS and other technical information 
into the hazard mitigation planning process.   
2. Many state residents did not realize hazard mitigation planning activities were 
occurring in the area. 
3. Local communities in the state were unaware of the types of assistance available to 
them for hazard mitigation planning. 
 
The purpose of this section is to describe the general goals and objectives of the South Carolina 
Mitigation Program.   
 
Goal #1:  Implement policies and projects designed to reduce or eliminate the impacts of hazards 
on people and property including properties susceptible to repetitive loss by flood. 
 
Goal #2:  Collect and utilize data, including conducting necessary studies and analyses, in order 
to provide the information needed to improve policymaking and the identification of appropriate 
mitigation projects. 
 
Goal #3:  Improve planning processes in order to reduce the impact of hazards on people and 
property. 
 
Goal #4:  Enhance compliance capabilities in order to reduce the impacts of hazards on people 
and property. 
 
Goal #5:  Enhance the use of natural resource protection measures as a means to reduce the 
impacts of hazards on people and property. 
 
Goal #6:  Obtain additional resources necessary to reduce the impact of hazards on people and 
property. 
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Goal #7:  Provide structure and enhancement of training, education and outreach efforts 
describing the potential effects of hazards and the means to increase resiliency. 
D. IDENTIFICATION AND ANALYSIS OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(3)(iii): [State plans shall include] an identification, evaluation, and prioritization of cost-effective, 
environmentally sound, and technically feasible mitigation actions and activities the State is considering and an 
explanation of how each activity contributes to the overall mitigation strategy.  This section should be linked to local 
plans, where specific local actions and projects are identified. 
 
EMAP STANDARD 
5.4.2: The mitigation strategy shall be based on the results of hazard identification and risk assessment, impact 
analysis, program assessment, operational experience and cost-benefit analysis. 
 
In formulating this Mitigation Strategy, a wide range of activities was considered in order to help 
achieve the goals of the Plan.  All of the activities chosen by the ICC and participating 
stakeholders fall into one of the broad categories of mitigation techniques listed below. 
 
E. IDENTIFICATION OF MITIGATION TECHNIQUES 
Prevention 
Prevention activities are intended to keep hazard-related problems from getting worse.  They are 
particularly effective in limiting a community’s future vulnerability, especially in areas where 
development has not occurred or capital improvements have not been substantial.  Examples of 
prevention activities include: 
 
1. Planning and zoning; 
2. Hazard mapping; 
3. Building codes; 
4. Studies / data collection and analysis; 
5. Open space preservation; 
6. Floodplain regulations; 
7. Stormwater management; 
8. Drainage system maintenance; 
9. Capital improvements programming; and 
10. Riverine setbacks. 
Property Protection 
Property protection measures are intended to enable structures to better withstand hazard events, 
remove structures from hazardous locations, or provide insurance to cover potential losses.  
Examples include: 
 
1. Acquisition;  
2. Relocation; 
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3. Building elevation; 
4. Critical facilities protection or “hardening”; 
5. Retrofitting (i.e., wind proofing, flood proofing, seismic design standards, etc.); 
6. Insurance; and 
7. Safe room construction. 
 
Natural Resource Protection 
Natural resource protection activities reduce the impact of hazards by preserving or restoring the 
function of environmental systems.  In some cases, natural systems may include high hazard 
areas such as floodplains, steep sloped areas or barrier islands.  Thus, natural resource protection 
measures can serve the dual purpose of protecting lives and property while enhancing 
environmental goals such as improved water quality or recreational opportunities.  Parks, 
recreation or conservation agencies and organizations often implement natural resource 
protection measures.  Examples include: 
 
1. Floodplain protection; 
2. Riparian buffers; 
3. Fire resistant landscaping; 
4. Best management practices 
5. Fuel breaks; 
6. Erosion and sediment control; 
7. Wetland preservation and restoration; 
8. Habitat preservation; and 
9. Slope stabilization. 
Structural Projects 
Structural mitigation projects are intended to lessen the impact of a hazard by physically 
modifying the environment.  They are usually designed by engineers and managed or maintained 
by public works staff.  Examples include: 
 
1. Reservoirs; 
2. Levees / dikes / floodwalls;  
3. Diversions / Detention / Retention; 
4. Beach nourishment; 
5. Channel modification; and 




Although not typically considered a “mitigation technique,” emergency services can significantly 
reduce injuries and loss of life associated with hazards.  These actions are typically taken 
immediately prior to, during, or in response to a hazard event.  Examples include: 
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1. Warning systems; 
2. Search and rescue;  
3. Evacuation planning and management; and  
4. Flood “fighting” techniques. 
 
Public Information and Awareness 
 
Public Information and awareness activities are used to advise residents, business owners, 
potential property buyers, visitors and government officials about hazards, hazardous areas and 
mitigation techniques they can use to protect themselves and their property.  Measures used to 
educate and inform the public include: 
 
1. Outreach and education; 
2. Speaker series, demonstration events; 
3. Real estate disclosure; and 
4. Training. 
 
F. MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(3)(iv): [The State mitigation strategy shall include] the identification of current and potential 
sources of Federal, State, local, or private funding to implement mitigation activities. 
 
State of South Carolina Mitigation Actions 
The mitigation actions identified by the State of South Carolina are listed in Section 10.  Each 
has been designed to achieve the goals of the plan.  The mitigation actions are short-term, 
specific measures to be undertaken by the members of the ICC and will be used as the primary 
measure of the plan’s progress over time.  This approach is intended to ease the implementation 
of the actions and facilitate the quick review and update of the plan as described in the Plan 
Maintenance Procedures section, Section 11.  Mitigation actions included in this plan were 
evaluated and prioritized by mitigation planning committee members during the planning 
process.  Refer to page 8 of Section 2, Planning Process, for a detailed explanation of this 
process. 
 
Figure 9.1 and the discussion following provide a sample of the information collected in 
determining mitigation actions. 
 
FIGURE 9.1—MITIGATION ACTION WORKSHEET 
MITIGATION ACTION (Describe) 
a.  Category 
  
b.  Hazard(s) Addressed: 
  
c.  Priority (High, Moderate, Low): 
 
 303 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010  
d.  Estimated Cost: 
  
e.  Potential/Current Funding Sources: 
  
f.  Lead Agency/Department 
Responsible:    
g.  Implementation Schedule: 
  
h.  Implementation Status 
 
i.  Milestones Achieved/Impediments to 
Implementation:    
1. Category: Mitigation actions fall within the following categories: prevention, property 
protection, natural resource protection, structural projects, emergency services and 
public information and awareness.  The classification of actions allows those 
responsible for the Plan’s development to assess whether they are pursuing a 
comprehensive mitigation strategy. 
2. Hazard(s) Addressed: The hazard(s) the action is designed to mitigate. 
3. Priority (High, Moderate, Low): Indicate whether the action is a 1) High priority – 
short-term immediate – reducing overall risk to life and property; 2) Moderate 
priority – an action that should be implemented in the near future due to political or 
community support or ease of implementation; 3) Low priority – an action that should 
be implemented over time, but does not have the same sense of urgency or impact on 
hazard vulnerability as other higher priority actions. 
4. Estimated Cost: If applicable, indicate what the cost will be to accomplish the 
mitigation action.  The amount should be estimated until a more accurate project cost 
can be determined. 
5. Potential/Current Funding Sources: If applicable, indicate how the action will be 
funded.  For example, funds may be provided from existing operating budgets 
(General Revenue), from a previously established contingency fund 
(Contingency/Bonds), or a federal or State grant (External Sources). 
6. Lead Agency/Department Responsible: Identify the state agency, department or 
organization that is best suited to accomplish the mitigation action. 
7. Schedule: Indicate when the action will begin and when the action is expected to be 
completed.  Remember that some actions will require only a minimum amount of 
time, while others may require a long-term commitment. 
8. Implementation Schedule: Provide an update as to the status of the implementation of 
the action.  Common answers may be that the action has been completed, deleted, or 
deferred. 
9. Milestones Achieved/Impediments to Implementation: Provide any information that 
gives details as to the success or difficulty experienced in implementing the action. 
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G. PROCESS USED TO EVALUATE AND PRIORITIZE MITIGATION ACTIONS 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(5)(ii) and (iii): [The State plan maintenance process should include] 1) A system for monitoring 
implementation of mitigation measures and project closeouts.  2) A system for reviewing progress on achieving 
goals as well as activities and projects in the Mitigation Strategy. 
 
Local jurisdictions are strongly encouraged to incorporate mitigation initiatives, based on 
established natural hazard risk assessments, into all proposed development projects and as 
improvements to existing projects.  To varying degrees this has been established as a part of 
project development and approval. 
 
Funding will always be an important issue when considering mitigation actions.  State and 
federal mitigation funds are limited.  Generally these funds are only available as the result of 
declared disasters.  As such, a process has been developed to evaluate and prioritize proposed 
mitigation actions. 
The ICC, with SCEMD as the lead agency, has the primary responsibility for reviewing and 
evaluating mitigation projects submitted by local jurisdictions.  The following issues will be 
reviewed and discussed as part of the process used to evaluate and prioritize mitigation projects: 
1. The jurisdiction that submitted the mitigation proposal must have an approval local 
hazard mitigation plan on file.  Jurisdictions with a population of less than 3,000 that 
do not have an approved hazard mitigation plan on file must have the capability and 
desire to complete a plan within twelve months of project approval. 
2. The project must be in conformance with the jurisdiction’s approved hazard 
mitigation plan.  Since situations and priorities change over time, projects that are not 
in the jurisdictions mitigation plan may still be approved, if they meet all other 
mitigation project eligibility requirements. 
3. The project must solve a problem independently or constitute a functional portion of a 
solution where there is assurance that the project as a whole will be completed. 
4. The project must be cost-effective, environmentally sound, technically sound, and 
substantially reduce the risk of future damage, repetitive loss by flood, or suffering 
resulting from a major disaster. 
5. The hazard being mitigated will be checked against the current risk assessment as 
outlined in the jurisdictions approved local hazard mitigation plan. 
6. While not a specific requirement, priority will be given to those projects located 
within the declared disaster area. 
7. A review of mitigation efforts undertaken by the jurisdiction using local funds and 
initiatives. 
8. A review of the disaster history of the jurisdiction including flood prone repetitive 
loss properties. 
9. Availability of matching funds from the state and/or local jurisdiction. 
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This plan does not differentiate or classify mitigation initiatives as primary or alternates. 
Mitigation initiatives will be evaluated and prioritized based on the criteria described above.  
Any mitigation project that is approved for funding is done so on the basis that it will benefit the 
community at large and therefore the State. 
State of South Carolina project priorities consider hazards, risk, vulnerability and capabilities.  
Flood buyout projects (especially for repetitive loss properties), other flood mitigation and 
structural projects to protect essential infrastructure are the State’s highest priority.  Projects to 
protect individuals from tornadoes and high wind rank second.  This is followed by projects to 
reduce losses from earthquake. 
 
H. COST-EFFECTIVENESS OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
A key criterion for mitigation projects to be eligible for funding is that they must be cost-
effective. 
 
If the project benefits are higher than the project costs, then the project is cost-effective. 
The purpose of this section is to address the process used by the State to determine the cost-
effectiveness of mitigation measures and how those mitigation measures are ranked according to 
the eligibility criteria. 
 
In order to ensure a consistent approach in determining the cost-effectiveness of all mitigation 
projects, the State will use the FEMA Benefit Cost Analysis (BCA) module and process.  Since 
this is also the method used by FEMA to determine the cost-effectiveness of a project, it is only 
reasonable that the State use the same method.  The benefit cost analysis (BCA) is an assessment 
of the mitigation project application data to determine whether the cost of investing 
federal/state/local funds in a hazard mitigation project is justified by the prevented or reduced 
damages from future disasters.  With limited project data and streamlined benefit-cost methods, a 
cost-effectiveness determination can usually be made quickly and accurately. 
 
It is understood that a positive benefit cost ratio (greater than one) does not necessarily guarantee 
that a hazard mitigation project will be approved.  However, by applying project specific 
information to the benefit cost analysis module we can get a good initial look at the mitigation 
potentials associated with that project.  The results of this analysis can also help communities 
evaluate current and future mitigation projects and adjust their overall mitigation strategy 
accordingly. 
 
The following information serves to summarize the three-step process of determining a 
mitigation project’s cost-effectiveness.  This process is used for determining the cost-
effectiveness of all mitigation project applications regardless of the type of mitigation measure. 
Screen Project Application Data 
The first part of the process is screening the project application to gather data relating to cost-
effectiveness.  This includes economic, environmental, and engineering data.  Often, this data is 
missing or limited.  The amount of data available will determine the type of benefit cost analysis 
to be used.  The screening process involves three separate but related tasks.  Each task is 
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conducted simultaneously and is essential to developing an overall profile of the project before 
conducting the benefit cost analysis. 
 
1. Engineering Review - This review establishes whether the project is feasible from an 
engineering standpoint and whether it will reduce damages as claimed.  The reviewer 
may suggest changes to make the project more efficient in reducing damage and loss. 
2. Environmental Assessment - This part of the screening process alerts reviewers to any 
potential environmental concerns raised by the project. 
3. Project Application Data - This part of the screening process determines whether the 
application contains sufficient information and data for input into the benefit-cost 
model. 
 
Ideally, the project application would contain all the data needed.  However, project applications 
often have incomplete or limited data.  This is one of the main reasons that a streamlined process 
was developed to determine project cost-effectiveness without all the data.  It is also the reason 
that federal, state, and local mitigation specialists must work closely together to ensure that all 
proposed mitigation projects are thoroughly reviewed and comply with the mitigation goals and 
objectives.  Rather than require additional information - which may or may not be available and 
which can cost valuable time and money - FEMA devised shortcuts.  With these shortcuts, 
additional data does not necessarily need to be collected in order to do a benefit cost analysis. 
 
Screening the project data will assist in determining which type of analysis to perform.  There is 
basic data that must be obtained from hazard mitigation applications before a benefit cost 
analysis can be performed.  This data is plugged-in to the benefit cost module to assess whether 
the project is cost-effective or not.   
Benefit Cost Analysis 
The second part of the process is to determine which benefit cost analysis tool to use.  If the 
project application data are limited or incomplete, then a benefit cost analysis that uses limited 
data should be employed.  If, however, the data in the project application are more or less 
complete, then a more robust method of analysis can be used. 
 
Benefit cost analysis is used for all cost-effectiveness determinations.  Although the following 
sample analysis is an oversimplification, the concepts it illustrates are important.  At its most 
basic level, benefit cost analysis determines whether the cost of investing in a mitigation project 
today (the "cost") will result in sufficiently reduced damages in the future (the "benefits") to 
justify spending money on the project.  If the benefit is greater than the cost, then the project is 
cost-effective; if the benefit is less than the cost, then the project is not cost-effective.  This 
analysis provides an example of the kind of comparative benefit and cost data you might see 
after conducting a benefit cost analysis. 
 
It is important to understand that benefit cost analysis is basically the same for each type of 
hazard mitigation project.  The only differences are the types of data that are used in the 
calculations, depending on whether the project is for floods, hurricanes, tornados, earthquakes 
etc. 
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1. COST-EFFECTIVENESS IS DETERMINED BY COMPARING THE PROJECT COST 
TO THE VALUE OF DAMAGES PREVENTED AFTER THE MITIGATION 
MEASURE.  GIVEN AN EXAMPLE WHERE THE PROJECT COST IS $1,000 AND 
THE VALUE OF DAMAGES PREVENTED AFTER THE MITIGATION MEASURE 
IS $2,000. 
2. BECAUSE THE DOLLAR-VALUE OF BENEFITS EXCEEDS THE COST OF 
FUNDING THE PROJECT, THE PROJECT IS COST-EFFECTIVE.  THIS 
RELATIONSHIP IS DEPICTED NUMERICALLY BY DIVIDING THE BENEFITS 
BY THE COSTS, RESULTING IN A BENEFIT COST RATIO (BCR).  THE BCR IS 
SIMPLY A WAY OF STATING WHETHER BENEFITS EXCEED PROJECTS 
COSTS, AND BY HOW MUCH. 
3. TO DERIVE THE BCR, DIVIDE THE BENEFITS BY THE COST ($2,000/ $1,000).  IF 
THE RESULT IS 1.0 OR GREATER, THEN THE PROJECT IS COST-EFFECTIVE.  
IN THIS INSTANCE, THE BCR IS 2.0, WHICH EXCEEDS THE 1.0 LEVEL. 
4. ON THE OTHER HAND, IF THE COST OF THE PROJECT IS $2,000 AND THE 
BENEFITS ARE ONLY $1,000, THE PROJECT WOULD HAVE A BCR OF 0.50 
($1,000/ $2,000) AND WOULD NOT BE COST-EFFECTIVE. 
 
While the example mentioned above may be a simple one, the process and the benefit cost 
analysis calculations associated with it are basically the same for all mitigation projects. 
 
Three approaches are used to determine a project's benefit cost ratio: lower-bound analysis, 
upper-bound analysis, and best estimate.  The lower-bound and upper-bound methods are used in 
many cases to make final determinations of cost-effectiveness even when there is limited data.  
In these cases, no further benefit cost analysis is needed.  In other cases, quick screening analysis 
with these approaches yields inconclusive results and additional data and screening may be 
required. 
 
Lower-Bound Analysis - Lower-bound analysis is a powerful tool that can often demonstrate 
that projects are cost-effective, in many cases regardless of whether the available data is 
complete or not.  This is an important point, because a project's cost-effectiveness can sometimes 
be determined by using only one or two key pieces of data.  The lower-bound analysis was 
developed with this in mind. 
 
The lower-bound analysis considers only some of a project's benefits (those that are the most 
important or those for which data exist) and ignores other benefits that may be difficult to 
estimate or for which data may not be available.  In other words, this analysis purposely uses 
only a few pieces of information to determine the project's cost-effectiveness and undercounts, or 
ignores other benefits that will be gained by funding the project.  If this data indicates that a 
project is cost-effective, then no further analysis is needed.  No additional data has to be 
collected. 
 
Lower-Bound Analysis at a Glance 
1. It should be used when data is incomplete. 
2. It can determine that a project is cost-effective. 
3. It cannot determine that a project is not cost-effective. 
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4. It uses data for one or two significant benefits. 
 
Upper-Bound Analysis - If a lower-bound analysis shows that a project is not cost-effective, 
then the next step is an upper-bound analysis.  Sometimes an upper-bound analysis is used if, at 
first glance, the project appears not to be cost-effective.  Like lower-bound analysis, upper-bound 
analysis relies on limited project data.  Upper-bound analysis, however, also uses professional 
judgment to estimate about input data that give the highest reasonable benefits that can be 
expected from a mitigation project. 
It is extremely important to note that upper-bound analysis cannot determine that a project is 
cost-effective.  Upper-bound analysis can only determine that a project is not cost-effective. 
 
Because it relies on the highest, reasonable estimate of benefits (prevention of damage by the 
project), an upper-bound analysis can only determine that the project BCR is not cost-effective 
(less than 1.0).  The project can only be rejected as not cost-effective with this analysis.  In other 
words, because the highest reasonable estimate of damages is used in the calculation, if the BCR 
is still less than 1.0, one can only conclude that the project is not cost-effective. 
 
Upper-Bound Analysis at a Glance 
1. It can only determine that a project is not cost-effective. 
2. It is used as the next step if the lower-bound analysis is negative (not cost-effective). 
3. It is used if a project appears, at first glance, unlikely to be cost-effective. 
4. It uses the highest reasonable estimate of benefits for a project. 
5. It analyzes as many data as are possible, assigning the highest reasonable value to 
each. 
 
Best Estimate Analysis - A best estimate analysis is used when the project application data is 
complete, or almost complete.  This analysis provides a more accurate BCR than either lower-or 
upper-bound analysis because more data are considered in the analysis.  As discussed earlier, 
however, in many cases lower-bound or upper-bound analysis can provide firm decisions about 
cost-effectiveness, without requiring as much data as a best estimate analysis. 
 
If a best estimate analysis is conducted, then a project is either cost-effective or not cost-
effective, because all significant data are considered.  Because this method of benefit cost 
analysis provides the best estimate of cost-effectiveness, it can be used to rank (set priorities 
among) competing projects.  Neither lower-bound nor upper-bound analysis are used to rank or 
set priorities among projects.  They do not consider enough data to determine accurately specific 
BCRs; they product only "bounds" on BCRs (i.e.  BCR > 1.0 or BCR < 1.0). 
 
Best Estimate Analysis at a Glance 
1. It should be used when the project application data is complete, or almost complete. 
2. It produces a more accurate analysis than Lower-Bound and Upper-Bound analyses. 
3. It determines whether a project is cost-effective or not cost-effective. 
4. BCR can be used for ranking or setting priorities among projects. 
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Results of Benefit Cost Analysis 
The final aim of the review process is to determine whether a project is cost-effective, or whether 
further analysis is required.  If the project is cost-effective, the application moves to the next 
level in the funding process.  If it is not cost-effective, the project is rejected.  In some cases, 
additional information may be requested, or the applicant may be shown how the mitigation 
effort can be re-directed. 
 
By conducting a benefit cost analysis, you determine one of three things: either the project is 
cost-effective (BCA > 1.0), the project is not cost-effective (BCA < 1.0), or additional data is 
required. 
 
If the project is cost-effective, then no further analysis or additional data collection is required.  
If a project is determined to be cost-effective, either by a lower bound or best estimate analysis, 
then the project moves to the next step in the application process. 
 
If the project is not cost-effective, then no further analysis or additional data collection is 
required.  If the project is determined not to be cost-effective, either by an upper bound or a best 
estimate, then the project is not eligible for funding.  Some projects require additional 
information to determine cost-effectiveness because the applications are very incomplete. 
 
If the cost-effectiveness of a project cannot be determined, then additional data must be 
collected.  It is important to recognize that only the minimum data necessary to reach a decision 
on project cost-effectiveness must be collected.  In many cases, the collection of one or two more 
pieces of information are sufficient to reach a decision.  A complete analysis is conducted in 
those relatively few cases where the BCA is close to 1.0. 
 
I. MONITORING IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES AND PROJECT CLOSEOUTS 
Project Management 
Upon notification from the FEMA that a project has been approved and is eligible for funding, 
the State Hazard Mitigation Officer (SHMO) will notify the subgrantee and will arrange a 
meeting to provide the subgrantee with appropriate information on Section 404 program 
requirements.  SCEMD is the grantee for project management and accountability of funds in 
accordance with 44 CFR 13.  Approved applicants are considered subgrantees and as such are 
accountable to the grantee for funds awarded them. 
Technical Assistance and Project Monitoring 
SCEMD (as grantee) recognizes the responsibilities laid out in 44 CFR 206.438(a): The State 
serving as grantee has primary responsibility for project management and accountability of 
funds as indicated in 44 CFR part 13.  The State is responsible for ensuring that subgrantees 
meet all program and administrative requirements. 
 
SCEMD has made a commitment to monitor and provide technical assistance to all eligible and 
funded subgrantees.  The SHMO, Project Manager, Mitigation Specialist and/or Technical 
Support will attend subgrantee meetings to ensure the policies and procedures are explained 
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correctly.  Numerous worksheets, financial forms and targeted guidebooks for local officials 
have been developed by SCEMD and have proven successful. 
 
When necessary, a mitigation team member meet with subgrantees quarterly to offer assistance 
in ensuring the necessary FEMA forms are completed. 
 
Site visits, telephone conversations and facsimiles remain to be the best communication tools for 
mitigation projects.  Past mitigation successes reflect this, and thus, SCEMD is confident the 
mechanisms outlined will ensure subgrantees success in administering the Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program within Federal and State regulations and policies.  A modified Standard Form 
270, Request for Advance or Reimbursement will be used by SCEMD for processing fund 
requests.  General principles for processing Requests for Funds are as follows: 
 
1. Verify RFF is original (no facsimiles) and signed by authorized signor. 
2. Verify spreadsheet Program Allocated and Administration Allocated columns are 
correct for the subgrantee. 
3. Verify the Current Draw columns are correct. 
4. Check for mathematical accuracy on the RFF. 
5. Check for supporting documentation (property list, invoices, equipment and materials 
costs, etc.). 
6. Verify all properties requested to be funded have DOB’s released and SHPO 
clearance. 
7. Enter amounts requested on spreadsheet. 
8. Forward to Financial Department for processing. 
9. Copy all documents to project file. 
 
As a general rule, only 50 percent of administrative funds will be released prior to project 
closeout. 
Cost Overruns 
For purposes of the mitigation buyout program, cost overruns are defined to be additional funds 
necessary to complete the mitigation project defined in the original HMGP Application 
submitted to FEMA for funding.  Cost estimates for mitigation projects, such as acquisition and 
demolition costs for individual structure/lots, can be somewhat volatile.  (NOTE: Property 
closings resulting in an overrun based on the estimate that can be offset by property closings 
resulting in a net underrun are not considered cost overruns for this purpose, and thus, do not 
need FEMA approval as outlined in 44 CFR 206.438(b)). 
 
Immediately upon recognition that an original scope of work that has been approved and funded 
and then cannot be accomplished with the grant funds allocated, the grant administrator, through 
the authorized representative of the subgrantee, must submit a request for additional funds with 
appropriate justification documents to the Governor’s Authorized Representative (GAR).  Upon 
receipt, the GAR will review the documents and make a determination.  If the request is 
justifiable, the GAR will forward the request with the State’s recommendation to the FEMA 
Regional Director.  If the request is not justifiable, the GAR will deny the request.  In no case 
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will the total amount obligated to the State exceed the funding limits set forth in 44 CFR 
206.432(b). 
Appeals 
All subgrantee appeals to FEMA decisions will be administered in accordance with 44 CFR 
206.440. 
Quarterly Reports 
Quarterly Reports based on a calendar year will be provided to the FEMA Region IV Director as 
required by 44 CFR 206.438(c). 
Project Closeout 
Upon completion of a hazard mitigation grant project, the Program Manager and/or Hazard 
Mitigation Grant Auditor will conduct a closeout site visit to review all files (or a representative 
sample) and all documents pertaining to the use of 404 and State General Revenue funds.  In 
addition, all procurement files and contracts to third parties will be reviewed.  Worksheets have 
been created to aid in the closeout review. 
 
All reports generated at the closeout site visit are compared with Request for Funds submitted 
throughout the duration of the program.  Any significant findings are reported to the SHMO for 
final determination in corrective action.  Corrective Action notices will be sent to subgrantees 
and another site visit will be conducted, if necessary, prior to the release of remaining 
administrative funds. 
 
Closeout reports will be submitted for each subgrantee upon expiration of the grant.  The 
closeout report will summarize the following: 
1. Grant application and approval award 
2. Procurement 
3. State Historical Preservation Office 
4. Use of administrative allowance 
5. Final list of properties acquired, if a buyout project 
6. Summary of costs incurred 
7. Verification of project monitoring and correspondence 
8. Demolition (open space), if a buyout project 
9. Certificate of Completion 
 
Closeout reports will be submitted 90 days after notification by quarterly report that a project has 
been completed, to include demolition (if applicable). 
Audit Requirements 
44 CFR 14, Administration of Grants: Audits of State and Local Governments, requires all 
subgrantees receiving $300,000 ($500,000 after December 31, 2003) or more in Federal 
assistance to have an audit conducted in accordance with the Single Audit Act.  Such reports by 
an independent Certified Public Accountant will be maintained by SCEMD.  All general audit 
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requirements in 44 CFR Part 14 will be adhered to by SCEMD as well as subgrantees receiving 
FEMA hazard mitigation grant awards 
General Compliance Assurance Statement 
Because of inherent limitations in any grant management program, errors may occur; however, 
as referenced throughout this Plan, it is SCEMD’s intent to comply with all administrative 
requirements outlined in 44 CFR Parts 13 and 206 in their entirety and to monitor all subgrant 
supported activities to ensure compliance with 44 CFR Parts 13 and 206 in their entirety. 
 
J. FUNDING SOURCES FOR MITIGATION ACTIONS 
The following examples are just a few current and ongoing sources of funding that can be used 
to implement mitigation actions listed in both the State Hazard Mitigation Plan and local 
mitigation plans.   
 
Hazard Mitigation Grant Program (HMGP) 
HMGP funds are based on a percentage (15% of the first $2 billion and 10% from $2 to $4 
billion) of the total federal share of funds received by the State as a result of a presidential 
disaster declaration.  The State can use up to 7% of those HMGP funds for planning purposes 
and up to 5% for state initiative projects. 
 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation (PDM) 
Local Hazard Mitigation plans and plan updates also are and will be funded by FEMA’s Pre-
Disaster Mitigation program 
 
Flood Mitigation Assistance (FMA) 
FMA planning funds are received by the State on an annual basis.  The amount of funds provided 
varies.  As such, the State establishes priorities for the use of these funds.  These funds are 
provided on a 75/25 cost share basis.  The recipient must provide the 25% match.  Planning 
funds can only be provided to jurisdictions that participate in the National Flood Insurance 
Program (NFIP). 
 
Severe Repetitive Loss (SRL) 
The SRL program was created as a result Flood Insurance Reform Act of 2004 and provides 
funding (up to a 90% cost Federal share) for mitigation of severe repetitive loss properties.  In 
2009 the State Hazard Mitigation Plan was updated for SRL compliance and now South Carolina 
is eligible for a 90/10 cost share. 
 
Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC)  
The Repetitive Flood Claims (RFC) grant program was authorized by the Flood Insurance 
Reform Act of 2004.  Up to $10 million is available annually for FEMA to provide RFC funds to 
assist States and communities reduce flood damages to insured flood prone repetitive loss 
properties that have had one or more claims to the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).  
RFC is part of the FMA program. 
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Of the funding sources listed above, HMGP and PDM funds have been used to implement 
activities found in the Mitigation Strategy since this plan was previously approved in 2007.   
K. MONITORING PROGRESS OF MITIGATION ACTIONS 
SCEMD developed and uses a system for tracking the initiation, status, and completion of 
mitigation activities.  This system, called the Mitigation Action Tracking Database46, includes 
the following:  
1. A listing of all Mitigation Actions that have been identified,   
2. The category of the action (Prevention, Property Protection, Natural Resource 
Protection, etc.),  
3. Hazard(s) addressed by the action, 
4. The priority (high, moderate, low) for implementation of the action, 
5. The estimated cost to implement the action,  
6. Potential and/or current funding sources for implementing the action,  
7. The lead agency or department responsible for implementing the action,  
8. The implementation schedule,  
9. A section for providing a comment on the status of the action’s implementation and,  
10. Milestones achieved or impediments to implementation of the action.      
 
Each time the plan is updated, the State Hazard Mitigation Officer will update the database.  The 
State Hazard Mitigation Officer will also manage and maintain the monitoring system on a 
continual basis, including updating the timeframe for carrying out future events and closing out 
completed or deferred actions that are no longer viable activities.  All actions will be maintained 
within the database by the State Hazard Mitigation Officer with the input of the responsible 
agencies.   
 
The Mitigation Action Tracking Database is a new tool developed for SCEMD and its 
effectiveness has not been tested yet.  Any needed modification will be addressed in the next 
update of this plan.    
 
L. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
Because of FEMA requirements for plan updates, this section was reviewed and analyzed by the 
ICC as a result of the plan update completed in July 2010.  Changes were made to this section to 
bring it into compliance with the FEMA requirements.   
 
In the review of Mitigation Actions, each agency responsible for implementing a Mitigation 
Action in 2007 was asked to provide an update on the implementation status (completed, deleted, 
or deferred) for each action and to provide comments on any milestones achieved or 
impediments to implementation of the actions.  These updates on implementation status and 
identification of milestones achieved or impediments encountered have been added in Section 
10, Mitigation Action Plan.  Many new mitigation actions were identified by various agencies 
through the plan update process.  New agencies and partners were identified and the State 
Hazard Mitigation Officer will continually provide technical assistance for actions identified and 
potential actions on the database in the future.    
                                                 
46 The Mitigation Action Tracking Database was developed in March of 2007 and, to date, its effectiveness has not 
been tested or verified.     
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X. MITIGATION ACTION PLAN 
 
Because of FEMA requirements for plan updates, this section was reviewed and analyzed by the ICC as a result of the plan update 
completed in July 2010.  Changes were made to this section, where necessary, to bring it into compliance with the FEMA 
requirements.  The format of this section changed from the 2007 plan to accommodate more actions per page.  As a benchmark for 
progress, each action provides an update.  Actions that were completed are in green, actions that were deleted are in red, actions that 
are new (post 2007) are in yellow, and actions that are deferred remain white. 
 
A. GOAL STATEMENT #1: DEVELOP POLICIES AND PROJECTS TO PROTECT FACILITIES 
The State of South Carolina will develop policies and projects designed to protect identified facilities from the impacts of 
hazards. 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit shelter facilities 
to include backup power 
and communication 
systems. 
All Hazards High Emergency 
Services 
1 $500,000 Hazard Mitigation 














2008 - Facilities 
are owned by 
individual 
school districts, 
status can only 
be determined 
by surveying all 
85 school 
districts. 
2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Conduct natural hazard 
vulnerability assessment 
of all school facilities.  
Assessments should 
identify facilities facing a 
high and moderate level 
of vulnerability, and 
protective measures 
should be identified and 
implemented. 
All Hazards High Prevention 1 $500,000 Hazard Mitigation 
















2008 - Facilities 
are owned by 
individual 
school districts, 
status can only 
be determined 








2010 - Districts 




schools.  For 
vulnerability, 
refer to the State 
Hazard Mitigation 
Plan 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit shelter facilities 
to include backup power 
and communication 
systems. 
All Hazards High Emergency 
Services 
1 $500,000 Hazard Mitigation 














2008 - Facilities 
are owned by 
individual 
school districts, 
status can only 
be determined 
by surveying all 
85 school 
districts. 
2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Conduct natural hazard 
vulnerability assessment 
of all school facilities.  
Assessments should 
identify facilities facing a 
high and moderate level 
of vulnerability, and 
protective measures 
should be identified and 
implemented. 
All Hazards High Prevention 1 $500,000 Hazard Mitigation 
















2008 - Facilities 
are owned by 
individual 
school districts, 
status can only 
be determined 








2010 - Districts 




schools.  For 
vulnerability, 
refer to the State 
Hazard Mitigation 
Plan 
Establish backup power 
(generators and 


























2010 - Two of 
three phases 
complete.  Phase 
three awaiting 
funding. 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















To provide upgrades to 
fortify existing homes 
thereby strengthening 
those homes against the 
high winds associated 
with hurricanes and wind 









1 $4,000,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre-
Disaster Mitigation 
Funds and State 
appropriated dollars 
associated with the SC 
Safe Home Program 
Department 
of Insurance   




funds will be 
used to assist in 
the retrofit of 
homes. Due to 
an 
overwhelming 
interest in the 
program, there  




by the Advisory 
Board.  
Ongoing To date, SC Safe 
Home has 
awarded more 
than 1050 grants 
totaling more 
than $4.3 million 
to retrofit and 
stengthen 
existing 
structures.  SC 
Safe Home is a 
nationally 
recognized 
program and is, at 
this time, the only 
active mitigation 
program in the 
US. 
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Retrofit Region II 
(Florence) and Region III 
(Columbia) Hub Offices to 
withstand natural 
disasters and to serve as 
safe rooms/command 























Office project is 
currently on 







easily meet its 
construction 
completion date 




Office project is 
currently on 
hold. (Due to 
budget related 
issues) 












by both the Joint 
Bond Review 
Committee (JBRC) 






Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Replace bridge, Dam 
Containment attached to 
bridge, and realign of 
roadway at intersection 
of SC 125 and S-03-17 
Earthquake High Property 
Protection 
1 $3,000,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 














2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
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Construct a public health 
emergency operations 
complex consisting of  (1) 
an emergency response 
vehicle garage/ Strategic 
National Stockpile 
receipt, stage, storage 
site; (2) a public health 
emergency response 
materiel stockpile 




response equipment; (3) 
DHEC Emergency 
Operations Center to 
support ESF-8 & ESF-10 
in addition to the Public 
Health Emergency 

































appropriations but not 
state funds have been 
appropriated yet.  
DHEC Once funding is 
authorized for 
phases 1, 2, and 
3, the projects 
implementation 
schedule's will 
be set.  







studies for the 
building and site 
have been 
completed. 




Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Reinforce or replace 
grounding devices and 
lightning protection 
equipment at dispatch 






1 $200,000 Hazard Mitigation 


















Beginning 2008 2009 - Still 
looking at 
improvements 
or ways to 
reinforce 
grounding 
devices for two 
(Coastal in 
Walterboro and 
PEE Dee in 
Florence) of the 
three dispatch 
centers.  







dispatch center in 
Newberry in 







protection at Pee 
Dee and Coastal 
Dispatch Centers.  
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Incorporate mitigation 
planning concepts into 
state legislation and 
zoning.   
All Hazards High Planning 1 $75,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 
Hazard Mitigation 












Time span 2-4 
years  
Recently 






2010 - SCEMD 
acquired a staff 
attorney in 2009 
Implementation of 
warning and detection 
systems to notify 
citizens of impending 
hazards. 





















Ongoing Newly identified 
Mitigation 
Action 





Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit high capacity 
evacuation shelters 
(1,000 shelter spaces or 
greater) to accommodate 
3,000-6,000 evacuees.  
The “super shelters” 
would undergo roof 
strengthening, window 
shutter installation, 
interior door and wall 
strengthening, generator 
connection retrofit, etc.  
Eight to twelve shelters 
would be upgraded to 
“super-shelter” status.   
Hurricane High Property 
Protection 


























ongoing as part 














are availability of 
dedicated staff 
and resources for 
determining 
suitable priorities 
for candidate for 
the project.    
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Strengthen existing 
building codes 









Ongoing Ongoing 2009 - the 2006 
Code is now in 
effect.  The 2009 
IRC has been 
reviewed and 




Strengthen all the State 
Park Dams 
Flood High Property 
Protection 














On-going 2010 - Park-level 
review and status 
update of dams 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  






















mitigation plan to 
manage floodwater in the 
Rocky Branch Creek that 
originates in the City of 
Columbia and runs 
through the USC – 
Columbia campus.  
Approximately 2 miles of 
creek-bed and 
intersecting bridges need 
retrofitting or 
replacement. 
Flood High Property 
Protection 
1 Phase I - 
$500,000 
 
Phase II -  
2,200 linear 
feet x $5,000 
per linear feet 
= $11,000,000 










with DOT, City 
of Columbia, 
OSE, DNR, the 
Corps of 




















action.  Once 





2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Upgrade existing storm 
basins and storm water 
lines throughout the 
University of South 
Carolina - Columbia 
campus to accommodate 
greater runoff volumes 
from impervious surfaces 
on campus and in the 
City. 
Flood High Prevention, 
Structural 
Projects 



















results of phase 
I 
Phase I -Work in 
conjunction 
with DHEC, City 




and develop a 
storm water 
mitigation plan 
for the USC 
Columbia  
 
Phase II - 
Implement 
actions defined 
in storm water 




asset review.  
2010 - University 
funds were 
allocated to begin 
to study this 
project 
Redevelop the basin for 
the Rocky Branch Creek 
that runs through USC - 
Columbia campus, 
approximately 2,200 
lineal feet of creek bed 
and intersecting bridges 
need retrofitting or 
replacement.   
Flood High Property 
Protection 
1 2,200 linear 
feet x $4,000 
per linear feet 
= $8,800,000 












action.  Once 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Install emergency power 
generators to key 
facilities, programs and 
research on campus 
including three power 
plants.  
All Hazards High Property 
Protection 













2009 - Dependant 
on funding 
Protect critical programs 
and assets on USC 
Columbia by installing 
electrical infrastructure 
for emergency power 
sources to key facilities, 
programs and research 
on campus including 
three power plants. 
All Hazards High Property 
Protection 



















Start Sept 2009 Phase I -  








2009 - Began the 















generators at critical 
facilities across the 
Columbia campus. 
All Hazards High Emergency 
Services 






















2009 - Funding 
currently 
unavailable 
Implement wind retrofit 
program addressing 
towers and facilities 
comprised of significant 
exterior glass glazing on 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Register SC Livestock and 
Poultry Farms and Sites 
with CULPH  
Hazardous 
Materials 
High  Property 
Protection, 
Prevention 




- And Clemson 














In progress 2010 - Current 
number SC 
premises 
registered = 5,130  
Ongoing needs: 





capability for SC 
livestock and 
poultry 
SC Ag-Watch Project: 
Educate SC Livestock 
Producers, Plant and 
Crop Producers, Food 
Processors about Farm 
Biosecurity and 




High  Property 
Protection, 
Prevention 
1 FY 07 
$410,000   
 
FY 08 $75,000 

























June 30, 2012 
In progress 2010 - SC Ag-
Watch Manual to 
be published in 
June - Training 
classes held for 
over 2000 
participants to 
date -  
Auditor class to 
be held mid-May, 
2010 -  
Three exercises 
completed (TTX, 
FE) -  
 
FY09 DHS funds  
$100,000 has 
been awarded to 
CULPH for 
development of 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  
Priority Category  Associated 
Goal 















generators and make 
sure they are readily 
accessible for use 
when needed.  
All Hazards High  Emergency 
Services 







FY 2006 Completed 2010 - 13 
generators were 
purchased and 
placed at critical 
sites; i.e. 








Re-roof Coastal and 
Pee Dee dispatch 
centers with 




High  Property 
Protection 
1 ############## Hazard Mitigation 
















2010 - Awaiting 
funding - possibly 
Pre-Disaster 
Mitigation funds.   
Develop emergency 
monitoring and alert 
system for University 
of South Carolina 
system campuses. 
All Hazards High  Emergency 
Services 




















3 FEMA grants 
were approved 
by SCEMD to 
fund: 1) Master 
controller and 2 
sirens, 2) 3 
sirens which 
connect to the 
master 
controller and 
3) 20 tone alert 
radios 
2010 - Project 
was completed in 
2008 - 20 alert 






Flood High  Property 
Protection 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Construction of wind 
safe tower structures 
and facilities with large 
glass exposures on the 
Columbia Campus.  This 






High  Property 
Protection 

















Start Sept 2009 Phase I: 
Identify areas of 
concern with 





defined in the 
DRU mitigation 
plan. 
2009 - Began the 











High  Property 
Protection, 
Prevention 
1 $2,000,000  Norfolk Southern, City 
of Columbia, 
University of South 


















action.  Once 








Evaluate risks associated 
with train tracks that run 






High  Property 
Protection, 
Prevention 
1 $100,000  Norfolk Southern, City 
of Columbia, 
University of South 
















Identify areas of 
concern with 





defined in the 
DRU mitigation 
plan. 
2009 - Began the 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















District Five, Six, and 
Seven - Retrofit critical 
bridges and overpasses 
along I-26, US-52, SC-41, 
US-17, US-178, US-78, 
US-176, I-526  to 
withstand a significant 
seismic event in and 
round the Charleston, 
SC area.  
Earthquake Low Property 
Protection 











Grants, State Funding 
Department of 
Transportation  
Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 




buildings to withstand 
hurricane force winds.  
Hurricane Low Property 
Protection 










2010 - Low 
priority and lack 
of funds.  
Construct or reinforce 
aircraft hangars to 
withstand hurricane 
force winds.  
Hurricane Low Property 
Protection 










2010 - Low 
priority and lack 
of funds.  
Establish backup power 
for all cell phone towers. 
All Hazards Moderate Emergency 
Services 






















2009 - Action 
deleted at the 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  

















Regional Food and 
Agriculture Criticality 
Assessment:  A multi-
state 3-year project 
utilizing the DHS-






















End of 2012 - 





state food and 
agriculture 
sector data for 
inclusion in the 
criticality 
assessment tool 











states and DHS 







corrections facilities to 
withstand earthquake-
related impacts. 
Earthquake Moderate Property 
Protection 












2009 - Pending 
special 
funding/grants. 
Identify and retrofit 
state school bus 
maintenance shops.  
Actions could include 
the purchase of 
generators and/or the 
installation of generator 
“quick connects”, the 
modification of 
vulnerable roof design 
features, improvements 
to drainage systems, 
reducing fuel tank and 
storage vulnerability, 
and retrofitting 
communication towers.  
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 















action.  Once 





2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  

















Identify and retrofit 
state school bus 
maintenance shops.  
Actions could include 
the purchase of 
generators and/or the 
installation of generator 
“quick connects”, the 
modification of 
vulnerable roof design 
features, improvements 
to drainage systems, 
reducing fuel tank and 
storage vulnerability, 
and retrofitting 
communication towers.  
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 















action.  Once 





2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Retrofit Beaufort 
Engineering Complex - 
Retrofit District 6 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior 
walls and window 
shutters to withstand 
CAT 5 hurricane winds 
and seismic disturbance 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $1,550,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 
Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 







scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
a broader more 
encompassing 
action 
Retrofit Myrtle Beach 
Traffic Management 
Center - Retrofit District 
5 office and 
maintenance buildings 
with roof strengthening 
reinforce interior and 
exterior walls and 
window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $2,000,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 





Deleted If funding 
becomes 
available, we 
can develop an 
off-site location 
for a recovery 







2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















Engineering Complex - 
Retrofit District 5 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior 
walls and window 
shutters to withstand 
CAT 5 hurricane winds 
and seismic disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $2,000,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 








scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
a broader more 
encompassing 
action 
Retrofit Jasper County 
Engineering Complex - 
Retrofit District 5 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior 
walls and window 
shutters to withstand 
CAT 5 hurricane winds 
and seismic disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $1,550,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 
Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 







scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
a broader more 
encompassing 
action 
Retrofit Florence County 
Engineering Office - 
Retrofit District 5 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior 
walls and window 
shutters to withstand 
CAT 5 hurricane winds 
and seismic disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $2,000,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 








scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit I-95 Santee rest 
areas, Orangeburg County 
- Retrofit roof 
strengthening/reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 hurricane 
winds and seismic 
disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 












scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Retrofit I-95 rest area, 
Florence County - Retrofit 
roof 
strengthening/reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 hurricane 
winds and seismic 
disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 












scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Retrofit Dillon Engineering 
Complex Management 
Center - Retrofit District 5 
office and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 hurricane 
winds and seismic 
disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 











scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit I-26 rest areas, 
Calhoun County - Retrofit 
roof 
strengthening/reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 hurricane 
winds and seismic 
disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 












scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






Retrofit District 5 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 hurricane 
winds and seismic 
disturbance. 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 











scope of project 
- do design work 
for FY 2010 - 
retrofit building 
by 2010.  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Retrofit District 6 
Headquarters - Charleston 
- Retrofit District 6 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstandCAT5 hurricane 
winds and seismic 
disturbance 
All Hazards Moderate Property 
Protection 







Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Implement a real-time 
seismic monitoring 
program.  Real-time data 
sensors utilized on critical 
SCDOT bridges to help 
managers make decisions 
on structural integrity 
mitigation measures 
following an earthquake 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit Marion County 
Engineering Office 
Management Center - 
Retrofit District 5 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior 
walls and window 
shutters to withstand 
CAT 5 hurricane winds 
and seismic disturbance. 
Hurricane Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $1,550,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 








of Work for 
design; Hire 
contractor  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
a broader more 
encompassing 
action 
Retrofit Horry County 
Maintenance Complex - 
Retrofit District 5 office 
and maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening reinforce 
interior and exterior 
walls and window 
shutters to withstand 
CAT 5 hurricane winds 
and seismic disturbance. 
Hurricane Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $2,000,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 








of Work for 
design; Hire 
contractor  
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
a broader more 
encompassing 
action 
District Six IT Office - 
Retrofit District Six office 
maintenance buildings 
with roof strengthening, 
reinforce interior and 
exterior walls and install 
widow shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $2,000,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 







Grants, State Funding 
Department of 
Transportation 
Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced with 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















District Six Office - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






Mechanic Shop - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Mt. Pleasant Section 
Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 





Section Shed - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






- Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  




















Mechanic Shop - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Hilton Head Section 
Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  




















Mechanic Shop - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






- Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















St. Stephens Section 
Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Huger Section Shed - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






- Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mechanic Shop - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Colleton Truck Shed 
- Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Ruffin Section Shed - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  




















Mechanic Shop - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 





Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 






- Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















Office - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 





Shop - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Jasper Truck Shed - 
Retrofit District Six 
office maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  





















Building - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 





Shed - Retrofit 
District Six office 
maintenance 
buildings with roof 
strengthening, 
reinforce interior 
and exterior walls 
and install widow 
shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance.  
Hurricane Moderate Property/Equipment 
Protection 














Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Retrofit DOT Critical 
Facilities throughout 
the state to 
withstand hurricane 












FY 2012 Dependant on 
funding 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  




















Office - Retrofit District 
6 office and 
maintenance buildings 
with roof strengthening 
reinforce interior and 
exterior walls and 
window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 












Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Retrofit 20 radio towers 
located in the 
Lowcountry and Pee 














Identify radio towers 
for retrofit action in 
2008.  Contract for 
design/rebuild/retrofit 
in late CY 2010. 
Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Funding 
currently 
unavailable 
Utilize SCDOT Incidence 
Response personnel in 
evacuation assistance 
of coastal region 















PA, EMPG, SBA 
Department of 
Transportation 







2010 - Funding 
currently 
unavailable 
Retrofit Marion County 
Engineering Office - 
Retrofit roof 
strengthening/reinforce 
interior and exterior 
walls and window 
shutters to withstand 
CAT 5 hurricane winds 
and seismic 
disturbance. 








Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit District 7 
Headquarters Engineering 
Office - Retrofit roof 
strengthening/reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance. 
Hurricanes  Moderate Property 
Protection 







Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Retrofit District 5 
Headquarters  - Retrofit 
roof 
strengthening/reinforce 
interior and exterior walls 
and window shutters to 
withstand CAT 5 
hurricane winds and 
seismic disturbance. 
Hurricanes  Moderate Property 
Protection 







Deleted Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Deleted 
and replaced 




Purchase satellite phones 
for seven district 
headquarters, forty-six 
county offices and twenty 
SCDOT headquarters for 
issue to inspection teams.   


















Purchase 800mhz radio 
systems for SCDOT to 
include base stations, 
handheld and mobile.  
All Hazards Moderate Emergency 
Services 














Identify soils under and 
around roadways that are 
subject to liquefaction. 
Earthquake Moderate Property 
Protection 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  

























1 $1,200,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 







Grants, State Funding 
Department of 
Transportation  
2008 - Phase I 
finished; 
Proposal for 
Phase II sent to 
FEMA, 
supported by 
SCEMD; Phase II 
if approved will 
cover the 
Lifelines for the 







Proposal sent to 
FEMA in January 
- waiting for 
proposal 
response 
2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Clear and Maintain 
Stream Channels - 
Establish and implement 
emergency maintenance 
procedures for the 
removal of debris from 
bridges and culverts to 
decrease severity of 
flooding by downed 
trees, sediment deposits 
and other debris in 
stream and river 
channels that restrict 
the flow of water 
Flooding Moderate Emergency 
Services 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Improve bridge safety by 
evaluating the potential 
of future flood damages 
during the base flood 
discharge to existing 
bridges and overpasses 
in flood hazard areas.  
The assessment should 
identify those 
transportation structures 
at risk and develop 
appropriate retrofitting 
options. 
Flooding Moderate Property 
Protection 






Ongoing Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Acquire bridge and deck 
sensors and cameras to 
monitor icing conditions 
on major overpasses and 
critical bridges. 
Ice storm Moderate Property 
Protection 










2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Identify critical road 
drainage concerns in 
landslide-prone areas.  
Inspect and retrofit road 
drainage systems in 
landslide-prone areas, 
particularly culverts and 
culvert outfalls.  Where 
potential slides are 
unavoidable, prepare 
design standards for 
culvert and drainage 
systems to 
accommodate passage 
of debris and water 
without loss of road 
profile. 
Landslides Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $100,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 







Grants, State Funding 
Department of 
Transportation  
Ongoing Dependant on 
funding 
2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Reinforce radio towers 
to withstand hurricanes 
force winds.   
Hurricane Moderate Property 
Protection 














if available.   
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















facilities to withstand 
























Ensure that dispatch 
centers are grounded 







1 $200,000 Hazard Mitigation 





FEMA – All Hazards 
Emergency 
Operational Planning, 

















in Newberry. Will 
improve 
grounding at Pee 
Dee and Coastal 
facilities as funds 
become available.   
Reinforce or replace 
ground field at radio 


















progress due to 




if available.   
Retrofit identified 
Santee Cooper facilities 
located in areas subject 
to liquefaction 
following an 
earthquake.   
Earthquake Moderate Property 
Protection 













2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















Santee Cooper properties 
subject to flooding 
Flood Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 None entered Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 











2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Reinforce all 
communication towers in 







1 None entered Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 







Action deleted After review, all 
communication 
towers met the 
NESC Code at 





required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Replace all wood poles 
with steel or concrete 






1 None entered Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 






Action deleted After further 
review, Santee 
Cooper found 
that most major 
structures are 
steel and 
concrete.  As 
wood structures 





steel structures.  
No further 
action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit Conway and 
Bluffton transmission 
line crew quarters to 
withstand a category 5 
hurricane. 







Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 










Action deleted Santee Cooper 























2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Replace the roof of the 
turbine building at the 
Cross Generating Station 
and install hurricane 
clips.  
Hurricane Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $425,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 








Action deleted Hurricane clips 
have been 
installed on the 
roof of the 
turbine building 




has also been 
performed on 
the roof. 
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















distribution lines along 
Highway 17 Business in 
Murrells Inlet 






1 $5,660,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 
















than overhead.  
Also, response 





action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Bury overhead 
distribution lines in 
Mount Gilead 






1 $1,500,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 
















than overhead.  
Also, response 





action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















distribution lines on 
Myrtle Avenue from 
Town Hall to Prichard 
Street on Pawley's Island 






1 $930,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 
















than overhead.  
Also, response 





action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Bury overhead 
distribution lines on 
Luvan Drive in 
Debordieu, near Pawley’s 







1 $550,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 
















than overhead.  
Also, response 





action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















distribution lines on 
Waccamaw Drive in 
Garden from Melody 
Lane to South of Dolphin 







1 $17,300,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 
















than overhead.  
Also, response 





action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Bury overhead 
distribution lines in the 
Ocean Lakes 
Campground in North 
Myrtle Beach 






1 $3,500,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 
















than overhead.  
Also, response 





action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  
Priority Category  Associated 
Goal 















distribution lines in 
the Briarcliffe Acres 









1 $2,000,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 
















than overhead.  
Also, response 





action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Install backup 
generators in shelters 
and critical facilities.  
All Hazards Moderate Prevention, 
Emergency 
Services 










Ongoing Newly identified 
Mitigation 
Action 





areas of the state. 
Earthquake Moderate Property 
Protection 












As soon as 
funding is 
available. 
Ongoing - The 








Funding and Staff 
Strengthen major / 
critical bridges to 
withstand earthquake-
related impacts. 
Earthquake Moderate Property 
Protection 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Conserve water of 
specific state parks 
through construction of 
rainwater catch basins 
and implementation of 
visitor education 
practices 
Drought Moderate Property 
Protection 











basins at other 
affected parks 
2009 - First catch 
basin installed at 
Caesars Head 
State Park 
Strengthen all SCPRT 
structures to withstand 
earthquake-related 
impacts 
Earthquake Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 Millions Hazard Mitigation 





















budget, age of 
facilities; Focus 








Exhibit shed have 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit facilities to 
prevent lightning strikes 
from damaging 
equipment and facilities. 
Lightning  Moderate Property 
Protection 
1 $2,000,000 Hazard Mitigation 























Branch and Edisto 












Protect and harden 
historic structures of the 






1 $1,000,000 Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 

















2009 - Renovation 





ongoing to cabins 
at Table Rock and 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Protect and harden 
select facilities of the SC 






1 $200,000 Pre Disaster 
Mitigation, Hazard 
Mitigation Grant 
Program,  Emergency 
Management 
Performance Grants, 










Ongoing 2009 - Hurricane 
shutters installed 
at Edisto Beach 
Interpretive 
Center.  New 
facilities will have 
sprinkler systems 




















1 $250,000  ($150,000) United Way 
and United Way 
Association of South 
Carolina, DHEC.  Need 
additional $100,000 to 
complete wireless 
system and establish 
protocols.   
United Way 
Association of 
South Carolina  














2008 - Completed 
- Wireless and 
land line 211 







Upgrade all RWIS (Road 
Weather Information 
Systems) across the 











1 $1,000 per 
site 









Grants, State Funding 
Department of 
Transportation 
3-5 sites year 
one, 3-5 sites 
year two and 
each 
consecutive 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Install RWIS (Road 
Weather Information 
Systems) across the 
State to assist 
maintenance offices 









1 $30,000 per 
site 
FEMA – Emergency 
Operational Planning, 







Grants, State Funding 
Department of 
Transportation 
3-5 sites year 
one, 3-5 sites 
year two and 
each 
consecutive 







2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Replace wood poles 
with steel or concrete 




Moderate  Property 
Protection 
1 $800,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre 
Disaster Mitigation, 













steel on Hilton 
Head.  As other 
wood structures 





steel structures.  
No further 
action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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B. GOAL STATEMENT #2: COLLECT AND UTILIZE DATA AND ANALYSES 
The State of South Carolina will more effectively collect and utilize data and analyses, including conducting necessary studies, 
in order to provide the information needed to improve policymaking and the identification of appropriate mitigation projects. 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















The development of a 
database to track the 
retrofits and map through 
the GIS digitized mapping 
process of properties and 
information collected 
through the application 
process of homes 
awarded through the 
grant program, SC Safe 






2 $485,000  Hazard Mitigation 









when funding is 
available.   
Completed 2010 - The SC 
Safe Home 
database was 
developed and is 
now operational.  
Further 
enhancements to 





Update Flood Insurance 
Rate Maps statewide 
through the Map 
Modernization Initiative. 
Flood High Prevention 2 ~ $21 million  FEMA Map 
Modernization 






Program, Pre Disaster 
Mitigation, Flood 
Mitigation Assistance 
Program, U.S. Corps of 



















into phase two 
known as "RISK 
MAP" and has 
received 
funding for one 
County this 
year.  RISK MAP 
is the Map 
Maintenance 







and Digital Flood 
Insurance Rate 
Maps are now 
effective for the 
following 
counties covering 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Conduct assessment of 
Severe Repetitive Loss 
(SRL) properties.  Develop 
strategy to mitigate 
existing and future SRL 
properties.  
Flood High Property 
Protection 
2 $25,000  Flood Mitigation 













2008 - Completed 
and a confidential 
copy of the report 
was provided to 
EMD 
Establish Severe 
Repetitive Loss (SRL) & 
Repetitive Flood Claims 
(RFC) Programs 
Flood High Property 
Protection 
2 $15,000  Flood Mitigation 























2008 - State 
Hazard Mitigation 
Plan ammended 
to include SRL 
requirements.  
State is now 
eligble for 90/10 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Retrofit agency Region IV 
coastal buildings to 
prevent substantial loss 
in the event of most 





























is project to be 









is project to be 
2/11. 
(1) MRRI has 
progressed 









easily meet its 
estimated 
completion 










2010 - Many of 
the agency’s 
Region IV Building 
have already 
been approved 
for state funding 
to accomplish 
retrofit/upgrade 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  
































2 $5,000,000  State General Assembly DHEC-OCRM 
in 
conjunction 












budget. The GA 
did not utilize the 
Beach 
Renourishment 
Trust Fund for 
renourishment 
appopriations. 
Gather smoke dispersal 
information from 
wildfires and prescribed 
burns and enter data into 
a smoke model to predict 
smoke dispersal patterns. 
Wildfire High Prevention 2 $200,000  National Fire Protection 
grants, Department of 

























smoke model.  
2010 - Smoke 
model which is 
located in GA is 
not always on-
line and model 
has not been 
validated. 
Continue to work 
with partner 
agencies to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Utilize Southern Wildfire 
Risk Assessment data to 
determine wildfire risk, 
conduct Firewise 
workshops and place 
prevention education 
teams. 




2 $500,000  Hazard Mitigation 

















2009 - Have 
conducted 
workshops with 





developed in the 
last 4 years 
throughout the 
state.  
Create a Disaster 
Resistant University All 
Hazard Mitigation Plan 






Start Sept 2011 Dependant on 
funding 
Applying for 
funding in 2011 
Plan and develop a 
Center for Health 
Professional Training and 
Emergency Response 
(CHPTER) 
All Hazards High Prevention 2 $600,000  State Law Enforcement 
Division (SLED), SC 
Hospital Association, 
Agency for Healthcare 
Research and Quality 
(AHRQ), US 
Department of Health 
and Human Services 











Project can be 
completed 
within three 





funding in 2011 
Relocate emergency 
back-up power systems 














Project can be 
completed 
within three 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  

































Project can be 
completed 
within one year 





funding in 2011 
Hazard Identification, 
Risk Assessment and 
Impact Analysis (HIRA) 
Development. 
Development HIRA for 
the South Carolina 
Hazard Mitigation Plan as 
well as bench marking of 
Critical Infrastructure 
Strategies.  
All Hazards High Planning 2 $250,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 
Hazard Mitigation 





















2010 - USC 
completed State 
Risk Assessment 
for South Carolina 
and all 46 
counties 
To acquire and 
implement an updated 
mitigation database 
software to manage 
mitigation grants, track 
ongoing mitigation 
initiatives and strategies 
and to support local, 
state, and federal grant 
application requirements, 
grant management and 
tracking projects once 
completed.   
All Hazards High Planning 2 $100,000  Hazard Mitigation 
















Stories Development - 
Develop a simple method 
to identify and record the 
ongoing mitigation 
success stories from 
across the state.  Identify 
the critical data needed 
to show the full benefits 
of these actions over 
time. 
All Hazards High Planning 2 $75,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 
Hazard Mitigation 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Re-map coastal surge 




High Prevention 2 $2,000,000  FEMA Map 
Modernization 




disaster), Pre Disaster 
Mitigation, Hazard 
Mitigation Grant 
Program, U.S. Corps of 





































plan to control erosion of 
coastal state parks. 
Coastal 
Erosion 
High Prevention 2 $200,000 U.S. Corps of Engineers 







Damaged Flood Control 
Works; Natural 
Resources Conservation 
Service – Watershed 



























2009 - 240,000 cv 
of sand pumped 
onto shoreline at 
Edisto Beach 
State Park, 
570,000 cv of 
sand pumped 
onto beach at 
Hunting Island. 
Sand fencing 




at Hunting Island 
complete.  South 








vehicle access to 
these 4 state 
owned properties 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  

















Develop a Continuity 
of Operations Plan for 
SLED 









Newly identified action 
2009 
Coordinate with locals 
in all 46 counties to 
conduct capability, 
risk, and vulnerability 
assessments 






TBD Newly identified 
action 2009 






SLED, local law 
enforcement and other 
local agencies by 




policing efforts and 
local intelligence 
collection 
Terrorism High Prevention 2 Staff time 
and 
resources 




Ongoing SLED is already 




some of these 















2010 - Collection 
requirements and State 
Information/Intelligence 
gaps have been 
identified and 
disseminated.  Funding 
for the Fusion Liaison 
Officer (FLO) program 
has been identified, and 
the job announcement 
for a FLO Coordinator 
has been posted.   
Complete a Disaster 
Resistant University All 
Hazards Mitigation 
Plan  







Start Sept 2009 
- Completion 
Sept. 2012 





2009 - FY 2009 PDM 
planning grant was 
acquired, PBS&J was 
selected, and planning 
has begun.  Audits 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  






























2 $100,000  HMA grants, NOAA DHEC-OCRM Ongoing Beach 
restoration 







2009 - New action 







































and marine debris 
removal projects 
with the City of 
Folly Beach, the 
Town of Mt. 




resulted in the 
removal and 
proper disposal of 
22 abandoned 
vessels.  DHEC is 
also partnering 
with the S.C. Sea 
Grant Consortium 
on a marine 
debris education 
grant.   
Track and map space 
available for pets at local 
SPCA and other animal 
shelters 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Improve current state 
and federal research 
programs addressing 
drought. 











Ongoing Ongoing 2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Coordinate with all SC 
counties to designate 
burn sites for disaster 
debris disposal after 
disasters 
All Hazards Moderate Natural 
Resource 
Protection 
2 $18,000  State Air Monies  
Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Monies 
DHEC - Bureau 








days after initial 













2009 - New action  
2010 - Waiting on 
Grant Approval 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  






























2 $250,000  SC Beach Restoration 
and Improvement Trust 
Fund, HMA grants, 
USGS 











change in active 
beach systems 
2009 - New action 
- Data collected 
through BERM 



























Ongoing State currently 


















and develop a 
protocol for long-
term monitoring. 





















SC Sea Grant, 
Universities 






and local comp. 
beach mgmt. 
plans.  There 





2009 - New action 
- funding needed 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Develop alternate access 
routes for fire 
suppression equipment 
following an earthquake.  
Earthquake Moderate Emergency 
Services 
2 Staff time and 
input from 
SCEMD 




Program, FEMA – All 
Hazards Emergency 
Operational Planning  
Forestry 
Commission 
FY 2010 Currently 
working with 
DOT  








to assist with 
access.  Also, we 
can utilize our 
aircraft to fly over 
incident to 
identify alternate 
routes.   
Conduct state-specific 
wildfire risk assessment 
using Southern Wildfire 
Risk Assessment data. 


























fuels information.   
Communities located in 
high risk areas should 
implement Firewise 
program. 





2 Staff time and 
resources 















of the Firewise 
program across 
the state. 
2010 - Seven 
communities 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















mitigation plans in high 
risk communities. 
Wildfire  Moderate Prevention 2 $150,000  FEMA – Emergency 
Operational Planning, 











Ongoing  2010 - Have  
developed over 
239 plans that are 
distributed to 
local fire chiefs 
that serve the 
community and a 





Fire Plan grant 





Protection Plans.  
Identify soils subject to 
liquefaction where 
Santee Cooper facilities 
are located. 









Action deleted Soil analysis has 
been performed 
at all locations 
where Santee 
Cooper facilities 
are located.  No 
further action is 
required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
participate in the 
planning process 
Identify Santee Cooper 
facilities located in the 
100-year floodplain. 














Action deleted All Santee 
Cooper facilities 
in the 100 year 
floodplain have 
been identified.  
No further 
action required.   
2009 - Action 
deleted - Santee 
Cooper does not 
wish to request 
any taxpayer 
funding yet will 
continue to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Conduct facility risk 
assessment for any 
building constructed, 
leased or renovated by 
the state. 
All Hazards Moderate Prevention 2 $250,000  Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Flood 
Mitigation Assistance 
Program (technical 












This action has 
been deleted. 
This action has 
been deleted. 
2008 - This action 
has been deleted.  
Action is 
unfeasible 
Develop and implement 
a comprehensive COOP 
strategy to include 
planning, training, 
alternate facility, and 
equipment 










of Public Safety 














of an alternate 
SCDPS HQ. 
Newly identified 
action 2009 - 
Planning has 
been initiated, 





Develop data distribution 
standards for the 
mitigation database to 
address data security, 
sharing and Freedom of 
Information Act (FOIA) 
issues.   
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Develop detailed seismic 
maps and mapping 
effects of historical SC 
earthquakes.  Will be 
used to validate 
earthquake loss 
scenarios and allow 
effective mitigation 
actions.  




















were used during 
the 2007 two-day 
full scale exercise 
for mitigation 
planning.  Seismic 
maps are referred 
to for mitigation 
actions by local 
jurisdictions and 






Moderate Prevention  2 None entered Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 


























sections with the 






areas.  A total of 
forty-one HAZUS-
MH analyses 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















Plan to protect park 
facilities and 
properties. 










Parks will update 
as needed,  




Action Plan to 
include action to 
be taken in the 
event of an 
approaching 
hurricane as well 








Develop high wind 











Program, University of 
South Carolina, 
Technical guidance 






Funding is needed 
to implement this 
action.  Once 
funding for the 
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C. GOAL STATEMENT #3: IMPROVE PLANNING PROCESS TO REDUCE HAZARDS IMPACT 
The State of South Carolina will improve planning processes in order to reduce the impacts of hazards on people and the built 
environment. 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  




















and Mitigation Plan. 
Drought, 
Wildfire 















action.  Once 





2009 - Pending 
special 
funding/grants. 
Develop severe weather 
shelter safety plans for 





























Start Sept 2009 Phase I: 
Identify areas of 
concern with 












defined in the 
DRU mitigation 






2009 - Began the 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Develop local, state-wide 
communications 
capability for emergency 
planning and response. 
All Hazards High  Emergency 
Services 
3 $100,000  FEMA – Emergency 
Operational Planning, 





























state.   
Update for 
WebEOC and 
ReachSC may be 
received annually 
or as needed.   
Planning, development 
and training for rapid 
recovery donated goods 
resource distribution 
sites throughout the 
state.  
All Hazards Moderate Emergency 
Services 
3 400 man 
hours at $20 
per hour.  
Total $8,000 
ACS, South Carolina 
EMD and local 
interested parties will 
jointly develop a plan 




















2008 - Dependant 
on funding 
Incorporate mitigation 
planning concepts into 
Continuity of Operations 
Plans (COOP) for state 
agencies.   
All Hazards Moderate Planning 3 $75,000  FEMA-Emergency 
Operational Planning, 
Hazard Mitigation 

















Staff time and 
resources 
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D. GOAL STATEMENT #4: ENHANCE COMPLIANCE CAPABILITIES TO REDUCE HAZARDS IMPACT 
The State of South Carolina will enhance compliance capabilities in order to reduce the impacts of hazards on people and the 
built environment. 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















mitigation plans for 
industry and municipal 
public works 
departments. 
Drought High Prevention 4 Staff time and 
resources 
Natural Resources 
Conservation Service – 
Watershed Protection 





Ongoing No progress to 
date. 
2010 - The 
Drought 





Amend Drought Response 
Act 49-23-70 and 
supporting regulations.  
Major amendments 
should include: 1) 
Requiring municipal 
water systems, industry 
and lake owners 
responsible for the 
provision of water for 
public or private use to 
develop Drought 
Management Plans;  2) 
Remove the involvement 
of the Administrative Law 



























be required to 
work through 
any issues 
before it is 
submitted. 
No progress to 
date. 
2010 - The 
Drought 








Division is still 
involved in the 
drought 
declaration 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Establish state law 
requiring municipal 
storm drainage systems 
to flow at 80% of design 
capacity. 
Flood Moderate Prevention 4 Staff time and 
resources 
HMA grants Department 
of Natural 
Resources 
Currently no law 
in plance 
Currently no law 
in plance 
2010 - Currently 
no law in plance 
Establish a State-wide 
water-table monitoring 
network (as 
recommended by the 
State Water Plan, 2
nd
 
edition) to assess 
hydrologic changes and 
monitor drought 
conditions. 
Drought Moderate Prevention 4 Staff time and 
resources 
Natural Resources 
Conservation Service – 
Watershed Protection 







None entered This action has 
been deleted. 
2009 - Agency 
requested action 
be deleted 
 377 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
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E. GOAL STATEMENT #5: ENHANCE THE USE OF NATURAL RESOURCE PROTECTION MEASURES 
The State of South Carolina will enhance the use of natural resource protection measures as a means to reduce the impacts of 
hazards on people and the built environment. 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  

























5 $20,000,000  U.S. Corps of 
Engineers – Planning 
Assistance to States, 





U.S. Corps of 
Engineers – Beach 
Erosion Control 









Trust Fund,  




Within one year 
of funding 
2008 - Groins 
completed 
2009 - 570,000 
cy of sand 
pumped onto the 
beach at Hunting 




installation of six 
500’ long groins 
at a cost of $2.9 
million, 20,000 
sea oats donated 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



























U.S. Corps of 
Engineers – Planning 
Assistance to States, 





U.S. Corps of 
Engineers – Beach 
Erosion Control 
Projects, U.S. Corps of 
Engineers – 
Emergency 
Rehabilitation of Flood 










Ongoing Ongoing 2008 - 20,000 






sea oats planted 
by Edisto Beach 
State Park, Foot 
traffic re-routed 
at Edisto Beach 
away from 
susceptible dune 










project at Myrtle 
Beach State Park 







8 miles of state 
park shoreline.   
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F. GOAL STATEMENT #6: OBTAIN ADDITIONAL RESOURCES TO REDUCE HAZARDS IMPACT 
The State of South Carolina will seek to obtain additional resources necessary to reduce the impact of hazards on people and 
the built environment. 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Purchase 3 Gyro-Trac 
type machines for 
mechanical fuels 
reduction projects in fire-
prone communities, or 
contract with vendors to 
conduct these 
treatments.  
Wildfire High Emergency 
Services 
6 $500,000  National Fire Protection 
grants, Department of 










2010 - Lack of 
funds to purchase 
equipment; have 
contracted out 
such work and 
have begun a list 




Update or purchase 
radios (narrow band or 
800mhz). 
Wildfire High Emergency 
Services 
6 $300,000  National Fire Protection 
grants, Department of 









2010 - Completed 
- Portable radio 
purchase has 
been completed 






of-life and need 
to be replaced as 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  




















Monitoring System would 
combine real time 
weather monitoring with 
campus wide notification.  
Emergencies could be 
communicated to sectors 
of the community, 
community wide and/or 
to public areas.  Weather 
system allows for 
“plume” monitoring 
should a chemical release 
occur.   
All Hazards High Emergency 
Services 









us the ability to 
begin system 





take up to 18 
months.  
Completion by 
Spring 2006.   
  No update 
provided 
Use low risk prisoners for 
post-disaster labor. 
All Hazards Moderate Emergency 
Services 





Homeland Security – 
Assistance to 





2010 - This action 




Equip rural fire 
department brush trucks 
with foam capabilities to 
address wildfires. 
Wildfire Moderate Emergency 
Services 
6 $5,820,000  National Fire 
Protection grants, 
Department of 
Homeland Security – 
Assistance to 
Firefighters Grants, 
National Fire Plan and 
the Volunteer Fire 





Ongoing 2010 - foam 
capabilities for 
the rural fire 
departments 
have improved.  
Grant funds can 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















Vehicle Locators (AVL) 
on firefighting 
equipment. 
Wildfire Moderate Emergency 
Services 
6 $200,000  National Fire Protection 
grants, Department of 













2010 - Conducted 
pilot study using 
cellular network 












Use inmates to clear land 
prone to wildfires. 
Wildfire Moderate  Prevention 6 Staff time and 
resources 
National Fire Protection 
grants, Department of 
Homeland Security – 
Assistance to 







DNR or Forest 
Commission 
2010 - This action 
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G. GOAL STATEMENT #7: PROVIDE STRUCTURE AND ENHANCEMENT TRAINING, EDUCATION, AND OUTREACH ON HAZARDS EFFECTS AND 
INCREASED RESILIENCY 
The State of South Carolina will provide structure and enhancement of training, education and outreach efforts describing the 
potential effects of hazards and the means to increase resiliency. 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Establish a standard 
notification system to 





All Hazards High Emergency 
Services 
7 $50,000.00 Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 








2008 - The K-12 
training would 





status can only 
be determined 
by surveying all 
districts. 
2010 - Districts 
are not required 
to implement a 
standard 
notification 
system to alert 
and train 
students. 
Provide training to school 
(teachers and bus 
drivers) and Department 
staff on methods to 
avoid or manage the 
impacts of hazards. 




7 $25,000.00 Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 













hazard impact is 
included in the 
instructional 
materials for all 
school bus 
drivers by the 
SDF.  
2010 - A total of 
14 school districts 
in South Carolina 






2003. This grant 
includes district 
training to 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















The development and 
implementation of a 
Statewide Public 
Awareness Expo held 
prior to Hurricane 
Season.  Provide a series 
of workshops geared 
toward the education and 
awareness of citizens in 
SC regarding the need for 
preparedness and 
mitigation measures that 
can be implemented to 
strengthen and protect 
their families and 
properties against natural 











7 $150,000  Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Pre-
Disaster Mitigation 
funds and other 
funding sources to 




of Insurance   





3-2010 -  a CE 
Day was held in 
Myrtle Beach, 













host the first 
Expo and 
Training 
Session.   














forth by H.3820. 
SC LIDAR project, phase I, 





sea level rise 
and climate 
change 
High Prevention 7 Phase I - 
$3,800,000; 
Phase II - 
$2,150,000; 
Phase III - 
$3,850,000 
FEMA, Flood Map 
Modernization, US 
Army Corps of 
Engineers, US Forest 
Service, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, US 
Geological Survey, US 
Dept. of Agriculture, US 
Dept. of Energy, SC 
Dept. of Natural 
Resources, SC Dept. of 
Health and 
Environmental Control, 
SC Dept. of Parks, 
Recreation and 
Tourism, SC Dept. of 
Transportation, and 









January 1, 2007 
through 
February 28, 
2009 (Phase I) 
January 1, 2009 
through 
December 2010 
(Phase II & III) 




LIDAR data for 
18 counties.   
 




Phase III will 
complete the 
remaining 
counties of SC. 
 




2008 -  Joint 
funding initiatives 
have provided the 
funding for 18.5 
counties of the 















5.0 million dollars 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  













































Ongoing Ongoing.  DNR 
staff continue to 
work with 
communities to 
join the NFIP, 
CRS and 
improve their 




participate in the 






$15 million in 
premium 
discounts for SC 
NFIP policy 
holders. 
Local training and 
outreach on Hazard 
Mitigation Planning 
Process.  Establish a 
consistent program for 
localities to learn the 
hazard mitigation 
planning process using 
both FEMA and SCEMD 
standards.  Make 
available to local 
jurisdictions information 
about programs and 
funding mechanisms that 
may support mitigation 
projects.  Foster local 
Pre-Disaster Mitigation 
planning. Assist in 
identifying existing and 
potential mitigation 
projects; increase Public 
Education and 
Awareness of Hazards 
and Mitigation.  
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















flood hazards, wind 
hazards, and signage for 
the University of South 
Carolina Campus. 




















Start Sept 2009 Phase I: 
Identify areas of 
concern with 





defined in the 
DRU mitigation 
plan. 
2009 - City of 
Columbia 
installed 2 
warning signs for 
flood prone area 
 






Inform high risk 
communities of practices 
to implement Firewise 
principles. 




7 Staff time and 
resources 
Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 




National Fire Protection 
grants, Department of 







Ongoing 2010 - Completed 
- Plans are 
completed and 
being delivered to 





Fire Plan grant 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Host annual Hazard 
Mitigation Conference  




7 $30,000  Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, Flood 
Mitigation Assistance 
Program (technical 












Occurs yearly Ongoing 2010 - The 2010 
annual 
































Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 




Citizen Corps, FEMA 
and Red Cross materials 






Early 2005 Published for 
2007 
Published 









information.  Also 
available free of 
charge on the 











 387 Hazard Mitigation Plan 
October 2010 – Updated July 2010 
Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


















Conduct cross training or 
interagency training with 
fire departments on 
smoke mitigation and 
mop-up following 
wildfires along highways. 

















In process and 
ongoing 







funds from DHS 
and NFP) 
 Have instructed 
rural firemen in S-






Develop search and 
rescue training program 
for dogs and handlers. 
All Hazards Moderate Emergency 
Services 
7 None entered None entered Corrections This action has 
been deleted. 
This action has 
been deleted. 
2009 - This action 
was revisited and 
determined not 
to be feasible.   
Conduct vulnerability 
assessment of all school 
bus facilities.  Findings 
should be used to 















of all facilities 






been made to 
evaluate natural 
disasters related 
events.   
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















program for local school 
facility staff, including 
hazard-related impacts 
and how to prepare for, 
respond to, mitigate 
against and recover 
from disasters. 




7 $5,000.00 Pre disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, FEMA – 







2008 - Many 
districts do 
provide this 
training and do 
have response 
plans. 
2010 - Each 




model safe school 





assessment of all school 
bus facilities.  Findings 
should be used to 















of all facilities 






been made to 
evaluate natural 
disasters related 
events.   
2010 - Dependant 
on funding 
Develop training 
program for local school 
facility staff, including 
hazard-related impacts 
and how to prepare for, 
respond to, mitigate 
against and recover 
from disasters. 




7 $5,000.00 Pre disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, FEMA – 







2008 - Many 
districts do 
provide this 
training and do 
have response 
plans. 
2010 - Each 




model safe school 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  



















of local governments in 
the National Flood 
Insurance Program and 
the Community Rating 
System. 













2010 Funded through 
cooperating 
technical 
partners grant.  












2009 - The 
project has been 
scoped and at 




to develop the 
ADCIRC grid. 
Conduct two Wildland 
Urban Interface (WUI) 
training sessions per 
county to fire 
department personnel 
working in the Wildland 
Urban Interface. 

















In process 2010 - Have done 
60  workshops 
statewide with 
more than 2,500 
attending. Plans 





highest risk.  
Utilize National 
Fire Plan grant 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


























7 Staff time 
and 
resources 






FEMA – All Hazards 
Emergency Operational 






This action has 
been deleted.  
This action has 
been deleted.  
2008 - This action 




Conduct at least one 
training course each 
year to discuss hazard 
related topics including 
mitigation 







Association for Hazard 
Mitigation revenues, 
Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 













Ongoing Ongoing 2010 - SCAHM 




attended by 21 
students.  SCAHM 
and SCDNR 
provided 
instructors for the 
course. 
Develop brochure 
addressing the costs of 
hazards and the benefits 
of mitigation. 




7 None entered Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 
Grant Program, post-
disaster assistance via 















but more focus 
analysis is needed 






funding will be 
needed to 
research, design, 
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Mitigation Action  Hazard(s) 
Addressed  


























7  $    
100,000.00  
Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 





Program, Citizen Corps, 
FEMA and Red Cross 
















begin in late 
2007. Design 
Phase in early 
2008. Bids for 
publishing in 
late 2008 and 
distribution in 
early 2009.  
Development, 
design, edit, and 
all facilitation will 
be done by 
SCEMD staff.  
Staff availability 
and unexpected 













7 $100,000  Pre Disaster Mitigation, 
Hazard Mitigation 














Provide an engineer's 
evaluation of school 
facilities that are 
designated for use as 
shelters.  Provide 
upgrades to the 
construction to ensure 
the survivability of these 
structures. 
All Hazards High Structural 
Projects 
















2010 - Newly 
identified action 
Provide an engineer's 
evaluation of school 
facilities that are 
designated for use as 
shelters.  Provide 
upgrades to the 
construction to ensure 
the survivability of these 
structures. 
All Hazards High Structural 
Projects 
















2010 - Newly 
identified action 
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XI. PLAN MAINTENANCE PROCEDURES 
FEDERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE MITIGATION PLANS 
44 CFR 201.4(c)(5)(i): [The State plan should detail the State’s] established method and schedule for monitoring, 
evaluating, and updating the plan. 
This plan is not a static document.  Rather, it is designed to adapt to changes in hazard 
vulnerability, the capability of state agencies and participating stakeholders, and agreed upon 
modifications to goals and mitigation actions over time.  As a result, the plan maintenance 
procedures described below are intended to reflect a certain level of flexibility, which enables 
members of the ICC to adapt, as needed, to changing conditions.  The development of specific 
procedures also provides a sound and defensible means to collectively identify the conditions 
under which implementation decisions are made. 
 
A. MONITORING, EVALUATING AND UPDATING THE PLAN 
Monitoring of the plan is required to ensure that the goals of the State of South Carolina are kept 
current, which state mitigation efforts are being carried out and the plan complies with state and 
federal requirements.  The State Hazard Mitigation Officer is responsible for monitoring the 
plan.  Generally speaking, the following principles guide the implementation of this plan: 
 
1. The delineation of a uniform approach to hazard identification, vulnerability analysis, 
risk assessment and mitigation planning. 
2. The ICC will serve as the lead group guiding the state mitigation planning process, 
including the implementation of state-level programs. 
3. The support of mitigation planning is linked to the risk posed to the state’s 
communities, businesses, institutions and environmental resources. 
4. The provision of uniform, consistent policies and practices tied to the technical, 
administrative and regulatory requirements associated with mitigation and post-
disaster recovery and reconstruction. 
5. The sharing of staff expertise, data and other resources, as practical, through inter-
organizational consultation and cooperation. 
6. The optimization of state agency programs that offer opportunities to enhance the 
disaster resistance of communities, businesses and institutions. 
7. The coordination of efforts to promote more effective hazard mitigation and post-
disaster recovery and reconstruction programs for local governments and the private 
sector. 
8. The vigorous pursuit of opportunities to gain financial, technical and other support for 
mitigation and post-disaster recovery and reconstruction activities.   
 
As required under the Stafford Act, update reviews will occur at least every three (3) years.  For 
the 2010 update the state reviewed the plan quarterly and provided annual reports located in 
Appendix D.  For future updates the ICC plans to continue quarterly and annual reviews to 
ensure that the plan is being properly implemented and is achieving the objectives set forth in the 
plan.  In addition, ICC officials will review and update the plan as necessary.  The ICC will 
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evaluate whether the goals and objectives still address current and expected conditions.  The ICC 
will also evaluate the nature and magnitude of hazard problems and/or community development 
that has changed since the plan’s implementation.  Stakeholders assigned the responsibility for 
monitoring and implementing specific mitigation actions, including both policies and projects, 
will be held accountable to the timelines found in the Mitigation Action Plan. Since 2007, the 
PDM Mitigation Planner with the coordination of the ICC continually reviewed the plan on a 
quarterly basis and made modifications when deemed necessary.  By reviewing the plan on a 
quarterly basis the State Hazard Mitigation Plan truly became a living document.  In order to 
facilitate efficient planning in the future the SHMO will continue to monitor and evaluate the 
plan for needed updates by utilizing planning techniques such as regular quarterly planning 
meetings and analysis with the ICC and as needed. 
 
B. PROGRESS ASSESSMENT/REVIEW FOR MITIGATION GOALS OBJECTIVES AND MEASURES 
In order for any program to remain effective, the goals and objectives of that program must be 
reviewed periodically.  That review should address, as a minimum, the following issues: 
 
1. ARE THE ESTABLISHED GOALS AND OBJECTIVES REALISTIC? TAKE INTO 
CONSIDERATION AVAILABLE FUNDING, STAFFING, AND STATE/LOCAL 
CAPABILITIES, AND THE OVERALL STATE MITIGATION STRATEGY. 
2. HAS THE STATE CLEARLY EXPLAINED THE OVERALL MITIGATION 
STRATEGY TO LOCAL GOVERNMENTS? 
3. ARE PROPOSED MITIGATION PROJECTS EVALUATED BASED ON HOW THEY 
HELP THE STATE AND/OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT MEET THEIR OVERALL 
MITIGATION GOALS AND OBJECTIVES? 
4. HOW HAVE APPROVED MITIGATION PROJECTS COMPLEMENTED EXISTING 
STATE AND/OR LOCAL GOVERNMENT MITIGATION GOALS AND 
OBJECTIVES? 
5. HAVE COMPLETED MITIGATION PROJECTS GENERATED THE ANTICIPATED 
COST AVOIDANCE OR OTHER DISASTER REDUCTION RESULT? 
 
A thorough and realistic evaluation of the benefits of a mitigation project may be delayed until 
the area of the project is impacted by another disaster.  The lack of realized benefits from a 
completed mitigation project may result in the disapproval or modification of similar projects in 
the future.  At the same time, mitigation projects that have proven their worth may be repeated in 
other areas of the State. 
 
Based on the results of the assessment/evaluation mentioned above, the State may need to adjust 
its goals, objectives, and measures to meet the current and future mitigation needs of the State 
and local governments.  A formal mitigation status report will be prepared by SCEMD/ICC on 
an annual basis.  This report will be provided to the SCEMD Director for review and 
distribution, as needed.  With the 2010 update all mitigation actions were placed in a South 
Carolina Mitigation Actions Tracking Database.  This database places all actions in a sortable, 
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easy to use format.  With this new format actions can easily be found based on hazard type, 
project, goal, etc. The report will address, as a minimum, the following items: 
1. Completed mitigation projects 
a. Affected jurisdiction 
b. Brief description of the project 
c. Source of funding 
d. Brief summary of any problem areas, with proposed solution 
e. Brief summary of effectiveness (cost-avoidance) of project, if available 
 
2. Mitigation projects in progress 
a. Affected jurisdiction 
b. Brief description of the project 
c. Source of funding 
d. Brief summary of project status 
e. Anticipated completion date 
 
3. Pending (under review) mitigation projects 
a. Affected jurisdiction 
b. Brief description of the project 
c. Source of funding 
d. Brief summary of project status 
Before any mitigation project is approved by SCEMD/ICC, it must comply with the following 
items as a minimum: 
1. Complement the overall mitigation strategy of the State and applicable local 
government; 
2. Suitable funding, to include the local match (if needed), must be available; 
3. The project must be cost-effective.  The updated FEMA benefit cost module is 
generally used to make this determination; 
4. The project must be in compliance with all other federal, State, and local regulations 
and policies; and 
5. The project must provide a benefit to the community at large. 
It may be difficult to determine the actual cost avoidance and effectiveness of many mitigation 
projects during the development of the projects.  Initially, the potential impact of these mitigation 
projects and initiatives can only be estimated.  However, based on past experience with similar 
projects, SCEMD/ICC can make an educated determination as to the potential for success of the 
proposed mitigation project. 
 
Following natural and/or man made hazardous events; SCEMD Mitigation Staff will query local 
officials to document how mitigation measures instituted in the affected areas lessened the 
amount of damages or loss of life that may have resulted from those events.  Within the next 
three years, SCEMD will continue to develop standard operating procedures to enhance the 
opportunities to analyze successes. 
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C. POST DISASTER PROGRESS ASSESSMENT/REVIEW FOR MITIGATION GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND 
MEASURES 
Findings and information obtained from the above-mentioned annual report and from 
information received immediately after a disaster, results and conclusion will be incorporated 
into mitigation success stories to aid in the assessment of the current and future goals, objectives, 
and measures. 
Evaluation of future disasters and their impact on a community is another means of evaluating 
the success of a mitigation project.   
In 2007 SCEMD was in the process of implementing GIS and GPS technology to further 
document the mitigation project progress to further refine the monitoring of the projects of the 
program to improve the accuracy of future assessments. This technology was implemented for 
the 2010 update and is illustrated by the following graphics. 
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D. ANNUAL REPORTING PROCEDURES 
The State Hazard Mitigation Plan shall be reviewed annually, as required by the State Hazard 
Mitigation Officer (SHMO) or as situations dictate (i.e., following a disaster declaration).  
SCDNR may also review and update the plan as needed and as approved by the ICC to maintain 
adherence to planning requirements within the Flood Mitigation Assistance Program.  Each year, 
the SHMO will work with the ICC to assign responsibility for conducting this annual review to 
specific departments or individuals.  Department officials or individuals assigned these duties 
will ensure the following: 
1. Interagency Coordination Council members and other participating agencies will 
conduct an annual review and/or presentation on the implementation status of the 
plan.  Over the past three years for the 2010 update, this annual review took place by 
means of the annual Mitigation Planning Committee (MPC) meeting.  This review 
will include, at a minimum, a completed, printed version of the Mitigation Action 
Plan (MAP).  Also during this review, participating agencies will be tasked with the 
update of agency specific mitigation actions. 
2. The review will include an evaluation of the effectiveness and appropriateness of the 
mitigation actions proposed in the plan.  There are several means to assess 
effectiveness. 
3. Specific techniques include the use of the MAP to monitor the number and 
percentage of completed mitigation actions per established timelines and cost-
effectiveness determinations of mitigation projects.  In future plan updates, the ICC 
will consider the documentation of losses avoided for completed hazard mitigation 
projects.47 
4. The State Hazard Mitigation Plan is linked to existing planning practices and day-to-
day activities of State agency officials whenever possible.  Specific examples of on-
going hazard mitigation programs and practices are described in the capability 
assessment. 
5. The annual report will recommend, as appropriate, any required changes or 
amendments to the plan. 
If the ICC determines that the recommendations warrant modification to the plan, the SHMO 
will initiate a plan amendment as described next. 
 
E. EVALUATION AND ENHANCEMENT 
Periodic revisions and updates of the plan are required to ensure that the goals and objectives for 
the State of South Carolina are kept current.  This is particularly important as hazard 
vulnerability changes, mitigation actions are completed or goals and mitigation actions are 
                                                 
47 The documentation of losses avoided involves determining the potential or actual dollar savings achieved by 
implementing a mitigation project prior to an actual or hypothetical event.  For example, if a flood-prone home is 
acquired and relocated to higher ground prior to a flood of a given magnitude, the amount of damages that would 
have been sustained can be calculated.  The ability to effectively document the savings associated with the use of 
mitigation techniques can be used to educate elected officials regarding the merits of undertaking such actions, while 
demonstrating the effective use of federal dollars (a key factor precipitating the creation of the Disaster Mitigation 
Act of 2000 legislation).   
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modified or added.  In addition, revisions may be necessary to ensure that the plan is in full 
compliance with changing Federal and State regulations.  This portion of the plan outlines the 
procedures for completing such revisions and updates. 
Following a disaster declaration, the plan may be revised to reflect lessons learned or to address 
specific circumstances arising from the disaster, including the documentation of losses avoided 
as a result of completed mitigation projects.  The ICC will convene post-disaster to evaluate the 
current status of the plan and determine if modifications are necessary.  Every three years for the 
State Plan update, the plan will be reviewed and enhanced to incorporate completed local hazard 
mitigation plans with emphasis placed on the integration of the local risk assessment findings 
and mitigation strategies. 
If the ICC determines that the recommendations found in the post-disaster review warrant 
modification to the plan, the ICC may initiate a plan amendment as described below.  The ICC 
may direct the SHMO to undertake a complete update of the plan if necessary.48  Plan 
enhancements will be coordinated with FEMA staff, as appropriate.  Plan evaluation and 
enhancement procedures follow a schedule similar to that noted in Section 2, Planning Process: 
1. The state will convene the ICC to review the findings of the local risk assessments 
and mitigation strategies49; 
2. The state will convene the ICC to evaluate the State Hazard Mitigation Plan post 
disaster, every three years as required by the Disaster Mitigation Act, and as deemed 
appropriate by the SHMO; 
3. The ICC will assess how local risk and mitigation actions compliment or conflict with 
the goals and actions of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan; 
4. The State Hazard Mitigation Plan will be amended to integrate the findings of the risk 
assessments and support the recommended actions of local plans once they are 
completed and as they are updated over time, and as deemed appropriate by the ICC; 
5. The ICC will convene following disasters, following local plan update schedules, or 
as appropriate, to re-evaluate new information made available by local governments 
regarding changes in risk or the adoption of new mitigation actions.  These changes 
will be reviewed, and potential changes to the State Hazard Mitigation Plan will be 
considered. 
The timeframe for the entire review and evaluation of the State Hazard Mitigation Plan will take 
place every three years.  This timeframe for completion may vary based on recent disaster 
declarations or other factors beyond control of the SCEMD.  The process is further described 
below: 
a. Collecting and summarizing the local risk assessment findings and mitigation actions; 
b. Collecting and summarizing state-level risk assessment findings and studies, new 
program initiatives, and proposed mitigation actions; 
                                                 
48 Modifications to the plan require a simple majority vote among a quorum of ICC members.  More specifically, 
the ICC, guided by the Chair, will ensure that respective agency representatives agree to the revisions.  Approval of 
revisions will be codified by the signing of a memorandum of agreement by the executive of the participating 
agency. 
49 The SHMO will compile and summarize this information prior to the ICC meeting and distribute the package to 
participants at least one week in advance of the proposed meeting in order for the committee members to review the 
findings.  This will allow ICC members to focus on how to amend the State Plan, if necessary, to reflect the local 
risk assessments and the needs of local governments and their citizens. 
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c. Convening the ICC, gathering their input, and writing up the results; and 
d. Integrating the local data and mitigation actions and state-level analyses and program 
initiatives into the State Hazard Mitigation Plan. 
 
F. UPDATING THE PLAN 
An amendment/update to the plan should be initiated only by the ICC, either at its own initiative 
or upon the recommendation of the Director of SCEMD, SCDNR, the SHMO, or FEMA.  Upon 
initiation of an amendment/update to the plan, SCEMD will forward information on the proposed 
amendment/update to all interested parties including, but not limited to, all ICC members, 
appropriate state agencies, the Director of SCEMD and appropriate FEMA staff.  Input on the 
proposed plan amendments/updates will be sought for not less than a 45-day review and 
comment period.   
 
At the end of the comment period, the proposed amendments/updates and all review comments 
will be forwarded to the SCEMD Director (or his/her designee) for consideration.50  The SHMO 
(or his/her designee) will review the proposed amendments/updates along with the comments 
received from other parties, and submit a recommendation to the ICC within 60 days. 
 
In determining whether to recommend approval or denial of a plan amendment/update request, 
the following factors will be considered: 
 
1. There are errors or omissions made in the identification of issues or needs during the 
preparation of the plan; 
2. New issues or needs have been identified which were not adequately addressed in the 
plan; and 
3. There has been a change in information, data, or assumptions from those on which the 
plan was based. 
 
Upon receiving the recommendation of the SHMO or his/her designee, the ICC may hold a 
public hearing, based, in large part, on the nature of the plan amendment/update.  The Council 
will review the recommendation (including the factors listed above) and any oral or written 
comments received at the public hearing.  Following that review, the Council will take one of the 
following actions: 
 
1. Adopt the proposed amendment/update as presented; 
2. Adopt the proposed amendment/update with modifications; 
3. Refer the amendment/update request back to the SHMO for further consideration; or 
4. Defer the amendment/update request for further consideration and/or hearing. 
 
G. MONITORING PROJECT IMPLEMENTATION AND CLOSEOUT  
The State of South Carolina will manage all projects and closeouts in accordance with federal 
requirements as stated in the Stafford Act, National Flood Insurance Reform Act of 1994, Title 
                                                 
50 If no comments are received within the specified review period, the motion to modify 
the plan will proceed accordingly.   
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44 of the Code of Federal Regulations, OMB Circulars A-21, A-87, A-102, A-110, A-122, A-
133 and any other applicable requirements. 
 
H. PLAN UPDATE REQUIREMENT 
Because of FEMA requirements for plan updates, this section was reviewed and analyzed by the 
ICC as a result of the plan update completed in October 2010.  Changes were made to this 
section to bring it into compliance with the FEMA requirements.  As part of the update, the ICC 
reviewed the plan maintenance procedures and made small revisions regarding semantics yet 
determined that the system and methods identified in this section are still appropriate and no 
elements or processes need to be changed in order to continue to successfully, monitor, evaluate 
and update the plan. 
 
 
